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ABSTRACT' ' . * 

The National Council, for Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher 
Education' were revised to include references to oulticultural 
education in Hay, 1977. To help teacher education^^nstitations. plan 
for and implement the standards, data on existing condition-s were*., 
collected and analyzed. .Information in the areas of curricala, * 
faculty, students-, management , and reseavh and development Was 
co.llected from 387 institutional members of th% American Association 
of Colleges for Teacher Education. Over half of the fesponding " 
institutions (78.8 percent) .indicated^ that they had, as pact of their 
education programs, activitie*s that are sapportivs of the 
multicultural education - concept as described in the HCATE standards. 
These institutions were more likely tfe have courses or departments in 
ethnic and women* s studies, to provide inservice training in 
•bilin'gual and multicultural education," and to have a higher 
percentage of minority group faculty members. An analysis of • 
institutional characteristics found significant differenc&s Btsed on: 
(1) public and private institutions; (2) NCATE-accredited and 
non-accreditfed institutions; (3) geographic distribution; (4) rural 
or urban setting; and (5) size of .student population. (FG) 
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. INTRODUCTION 
— 1 

' Beginning in January 1979, colleges and universities applying for 

accreditation or reaccteditation of »their teacher education programs by 

the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) will 

be Expected to show evidence of planning for multicultural education in ^ 

their curricula. Currently, 536 teacher education institutions are 
^ * r 

accredited by NCATE; these institutions prepared over 85 percent of the 
teachers in the United States . 

For the first time. in its history, the NCATE Standards for the 
Accreditation of Teacher Education include ^ferences to multicultural 
education. The language of the standards , is developed by a standing 
NCATE committee, the Committee on Standards, In 19 76 the language for 
revised standards was proposed to the NCATE-accredited institutions and 

the constituent members of the NCATE council inciUiding the American 

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education (AACTE) , National Education 

Association (NEA) , Council of Chief State School Officers, National j 

fiLSSociation of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification 

^ -1 
(NASDTEC), and National School Board Association (NSBA) . Based on the 

comments ^of these groups and proposals by AACTE's l^atlonal Committee on 

Multicultural. Teacher Education Standards, £he final language for revise/J 

Standards for the Accreditation *6f Teacher EducatidtK included several 

references to multicultural educatioji. These were adopteoia^ the NCATE 

douncil in llay of 1977^ to go into effect in Jauu^py,* 1979, 



The "NCATE standards are divided inpo two parts: Baaic Programs 
Advanced Programs, The Standards for basia^ programs are to be applied to 
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1^ The 'constituent membership of the NCATE Council has been expanded to 

ttow arlso incliide the Counci'l fox Exceptional Children, National" 
.Association of School Psychologisjts , National Council of Teachers of . ' 
. Mathematics, and Student 4Jational^ Education Association. ^ , ( 

9„ . ■ • 1-1-.' i 



all programs beyond the baccalaureate leVel and beyond the basic programs 
for the preparation of teachers and other professional school personnel. 

The standards for both the basic and advanced programs address six 
areas of the teacher education program: governance; curricula; faculty; 
students; resources and facilities; an d* evaluation, program review, and 
planning. Each specific standard has a preaaible which gives the^ratiqnale 
for tiie standard, interprets its' meaning, and defines terms. According to 
NCATE,' the preamble is to be interpreted as part of the standard which it 

precedes. 

? - 

The major reference to multicultural education occurs in the section 
on curricula for both the basic and advanced programs. Standard 2,1:1. 
subsumed under "Design of Curricula/' is entitled "MUti cultural Education/* 
This preamble provides the rationale for the standard and defines miilti- 

cultura-1 education ^"for the st&ndard: / ' ^ * 

-A. 

^ 2.1.1. Multicultural 'Education ... 

Multicultural education is preparation for the social^,' political, 
and economic realities tha^t individuals experience in culturally 
diverse and complex human encounters. These realities^ have both * 
national and international dimensions,. This, preparation provides 
a process .by. which an individual* develops competencies for 
perceiving^ believing, evaluating, ''and behaving ia differential' 
cultural settings. Thus, multicultural education is viewed as .an , 
intervention and an on-going Assessment proc^^s to help Institu- • 
tions and individuals become more responsive* to i:be. human condition, 
individual cultural integrity / and cultural^ pluralism 'in' s.ociety . 

Provision should be made' f 02?* instruction in multicultural education 
in teachei; education t^rograms. Multicultural education ^shopld receive 
attention in cWirses, *semlnara, directed readihgs, lat?oratory and 
clinical fexperiai'^s, practieum,* and otl>er types of fi^ld * 
experi^^s . . - '"^ . , ^ 

Multicultural education could include but pot be l^iftlted to 
experiences which: (1) Promote analy tical anid ev'alxiftlve "abilities 
to confrdht issues such as participatory democrac^ * racism and 
seMsm, and the parity of power; (2) Develop skills f or , values clarifi 
cation, including the study of the manifest ai\d latent transmission of 
•values; (3) Examine the dynamics, gf diverse 'cultures' and tbe-impli- 
cations for developing teaching strategie^s ;- and (4) Examine linguistic 

2"Standard8 for the Accreditation of Teadher ^ducation , Washington, 
• D.C.; NCATE, 1977;\ ' . " • "* 

■ c ' ■ •, ■ . 2 / • ■ • - ' 



variations and diverse learning styles as a basis for the develop- 
^ ment of appropr^te teaching strategies. 

;Standard: The institution gives evidence of planning fov multi- 
cultural education in its teacher education curricula including 
both the* general and professional studies components,^ ' 

A 

Other references to multicultural education in the section on curricula 
for bapic programs are made. in Standards 2.2 The General Studies* 
Component and 2.4 Use ^f Guidelines Developed by National Learned 
Societies and Professional Associations. . ^ 

The introduction to the standards on faculty for basic programs 
states that "Teacher education programs require a competent faculty 
which has systematically developed^ into a coherent body devoted to the 
preparation of effective teachers for a muRicultural society."^ The 
standard for 3,1 Competence and Utilization of Fd'culty includes the 
sentence, ''Institutional policy will reflect a commidnerlt of multi- 

5 

Cultural education in the recruitment of full-time faculty members." 

/ 

The preamble for 3.4 Conditjorls for Faculty Development states that 

"^'The plan (for faculty development) includes^ appropriate opportunities 

for developing ar^d impflementing innovations in multicultural educat;ion_ 

6 

an(d f or developing new areas of expertise." The preamble to 3.5 Part-' 
Time Facultj^ also refers to mult;L cultural education in the statement, 
"The hiring of part-time faculty can provide unique opportunities fot 
the teacher education instltiftion to employ persons from a variety of ; 
cultural backgrounds." 

^e^tandards related^ to students in basic programs includes one 
-ireferen^^go multicultural education in s*tandard 4.3 Counseling and 
Advising for Students in Bas^x: Programs. This states that /'Qualified 

counselors and advisers, sensitive to the multicultural character of 

3lbid, p-4 - ^ ' 

4lbld, p. 7 ' . 

5Ibid ' , 
6 Ibid, p.8' . ' ' 

7lbid . . " . • • ' ' 



society, assist students in assessing their strengths and weaknesses and 

* 8 ' * ' 

in planning fheir' programs' of -study* " * 

The standards for resources and facilities for basic programs includes 

several references' to multicultural education. The introduction states: 

The institution provides an environment which supports the basic 
teacher program* It offers. This environment includes resources and 
facilities to support the development of fxi understanding of and g 
appreciation for the culturally diverse nature of American society.' 

The preamble to Standard 5.1* Library states tMt "the acquisition policies 

should reflect a commitmejit to multicultural education, ""'■^ The preamble 

to 5.2 Materials and Instructional Media Center includes the following 

statement : 

...As a means to^assist prospective teachers in developing these 
understandings and skills, the institution makes available and 
accessible to students and faculty members appropriate teaching- 
learning materials and instructional media that reflect culti;ral 
diversity in American society. 

Finally, the standards related to evaluation, program review, and , 

planning for both the basic and advanced programs include a reference 

to multicultural education. The preamble to Standard 6,3 Long-Range 

Planning states that "In addition the long-range plan of the institution 

12 

Reflects a-commitment tcr multicultural education," 

References to multicultural education are not as abundant in the* 
standards for advanced programs as those for basic programs In part, ' 
this is due to the^^reater specificity of advanced programs and the 
focus on research and analytical skills. The main reference, like the 
standards fox basic programs ^ occurs in the standards for curricula. * 
G-2.1.J. Multicultural Education^is similar in language to 2.1.1 
8lbid, p. 9 

9Ibid, " ^ . ^ 

lOlbid, p. 10 

lilbid 

12Ibid, pill and 19 ^ 

4 . 



' previoiisly quoted. The only other reference to multicultural . 

e^ucatlTto in -the section on curricula is found under Standard 

G-2.4 Use of Guidelines Developed by National Learned Soci^pties % 

and Professional Associations which states, ' - '* * 

"NaticJnal learned s^ocieties and professional association s 
with special interest in currigula, including those in * 
multicultural education for tn? preparation of school per- 
sonnel, have significant contributions ^ to make to the ±m- - 
provement of advanced programs V^13 ' ' 

Multicultural education is deferred to ixK the introduction to 

the standards on faculty for advanced programs and again in the 

standard (G-3.4) on conditions for faculty development. The final ^ 

reference t6 multicultural educartion' is made in the standard for 

long-range planning (G-6.3) and re^ds the same as *6v3 for basie 

programs . - ' 

♦ ft ^ 

, Thus multicultural education is addressed in the standards for 

basic programs in the areas of curricula; faculty; students resources 

and facilities; and evaluation, program review, and planning. The 

♦ * * 

stanfi^rds for advanced prograns included such references only for 

• * * 13 

curricula; faculty, and evaluation, program review, and plannirig, 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

J As the national organization for teacher education institutions ^ 
AACTE was the mechanism through which higher education had reacted to 
the development of the revised NCATE, standards. Reaction to the A 
ataS^ards ISd been solicited through* mailings to AACTE*s approximately ^ 
800 meiriber institutions^ during 1976 and 1977. As a part of the NIE- 
sponsored project, "Accreditation Standards for Multicultural Teacher 
Educatlqrl^" one day conference? were 4ield in San'Diego, Chicago, Bostori, 



13Ibid,' {>.14 
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Albuquerque, and 'Athens,, Geor,gia during January and iFebruary, 1977. These 

conferences brought together administrators from teacher education in- 

stibutions to "discuss the language far the revised standards and to 

solicit- their suggestions and concerns about the nature of proposed 

changes . During this process, AACTE discovered that institutions had 

greater concern and questions, over the implementation of the multicultural 

components of the standards 'than any other proposed changes. % 

Following the adoption of the revised NCATE standards, AACTE^s B^ard . 

of Directors asked their Connnission on Multicultural Education to provide 

direction for the membership in the development and implementation of the , 

t 

n)uli:i cultural education ccmiponents* In addition, the NCATE staff hae in- 
formally requested assistance in the development* of evidence questions 
that can guide in'stitutions in knowing whether they are meeting the 
standard. UNGATE visiting teams will also need to be oriented to*evidences 
that ought to be requested from an institution to show* how they are meeting 
the multicultural component's of various standards* 

As a starting pbint, AACTE' s Commission on Multicultural Education 
decided that it was necessary to obtain data' concerning* the extent to 
which multicultural education is currently bein-g ad^iressed b^r teacher 
education institutions. Such baseline data would aid the Commission in ^ 
its task 'in at Ifeast three different ways. 

^ First, an examination of the data wo^ld show how great a gap ther^ 
is between where institutions ^currently are and^^ere the revised 

standards suggest they ought to be 'in the planning^ anW implementation of 

« 

multicultural education; This information would identify the kinds of 
curricula' and research activities nbw being undertaken and identified as 



'multicultural education by the institutions. A determination could alsp'be 
made concerning factors that contributed tb or deterred the development of 
multicultural education in colleges and uriiversfties that have already 
.undertaken such activities • The identification of, the gap between where 
institutions now are and where they are expected to be in 1979 will allow' 



the Commission to better plan activities to' assist ,member institutions in 



the development <and implententation of their own multicultural education 
programs. 

c 

Secondly, the. collection of this data would allow a pore accurate 



determination of institytions that are currently implemefiting programs 
related to^ multicultural -education. In the past, a few institutions have 
been identified as having programs. The programs in these institutions 
and individuals coordinating such progranjA havfe'been used in meetings 
conducted by AACTE and the information broadly disseminated. The 
collectioA of up-to-date information about on-going programs within the 

0 I 

AACTE membership will provide a more accurate representation of multi- 
cultural education activity as well as othe^r models that institutions _ 
might consider. ' 

Finally, the adoption of these revised standards provides the- 
unique opportunity from which to observe the development and implemen- 
tation.of a concept, multicultural education, into teacher education. 
<The data collected during the fall of 1977 will provide a baseline from 
which the progress of multicultural education can be measured. 
OBJECTIVES 

The majgr objective for collectfing data concerning multicultural 



ducation in\teacti*r education was to a'ffsi^ teacher pducation 
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ins t lotions in the iirtplem^ntation of the multicultural components of 
the revised NCATE standards. An examination of the standards show that 
references to multicultural edtcaHon are made in standard^ on ' curricula, 
faculty, students, resources and long-range planning^. Based on these 

Standards, it was 'determined tfiat the following information for each 

. , ' ' / ^ > J . ' 

area wa^ needed: s / • ^ ' 

Curi^icu^la ' ^ • ; * 

.* ' * , . • * ' • * 

_1^. What curricula components or modules are being undertaken that 

» ^ ' have s^anle relationsTiip to tnulti cultural education -(e.g., racism, ■ 

linguistic differences)? ' 

2. What, if any ,' specific ethnic groups-afe the^ cdui^ses about at^^ 
the institution? - ^ * " 



; Are the^e courses^ about women specifical^ oifered^^^U^th^ ii 

stitution? 




4. Are, there bilingual education courses or programs? In what^ 

target languages? ^ ' ' \ * 

5.. Are there inservice programs or courses provided by the educatioti 
" unit? . ■ 

6. If there are ^nuliii cultural or bilingual education components with- 
in the offerings of the education, unit , what are the titles and 
levels of the courses? How ligi^ .students are affecCed by%s\ich 

^pro^rams? 

7. What provisions are made for multicultural education in the 
education unit (e.g. oomponent in methodology, sep'arate courses)'? 



Faculty 



1, What^s the ethnic and sexual composition of the faculty in the 
education unit? ' ^ ^ * . ' 

2, What types of staff ^development activities are utilized by faculty 
members to further their knowledge ..of multicultural education? 

3, If there are provisions for multicultural education within the 

. education unit, wha^t is the ethnic and sexual composition of the 
faculty members teaching such courses? 



*4. What are the academic -discipline' backgrounds of faculty members 
who teach the components relatedvto multicultural education for 
the ejlic^ion unit?\ y , . 

5. What types of multicultuta-1 education products are proddced^y 
the *faculty? ' \ / ' 

6'. Does the faculty undert^e any research related to multicultural 
education? If so, what i)s the nature of that research? 

Students - ' , . . ^ 

1. Whatsis t^ ethnic, and sextfar conqjosl^tion of the stuSent popu- 
lation at the institution?^ In the education program? 

2. In what ethnid situations are the^edu cation graduates likely 

t^o work? * ' , 

Resoarees * ' ' ^ ^ " 

What types of multicultural education resources (e .g. , ^ethnic 
heritage center or 'ethnic community) are utilized by faculty^ 
and students? 

LongrRan'ge Planning - * 

' 'i 

1. What have been the contributing and deterring factors tg the 
development of multicultural education at the Institution? 

^ ■ ' • • i 

2. if there are provisions *for multicultural education at an in- 
stitution, hov is the program managed^ How is it financed? 

3. What is the future of the multicultural education at the institution? 



General 



1, How.would the res^Jondent rate the educational desirability of 

A providing experiences in the education program for multicultural 
education? , ' 

2. What services related to murlti cultural education were desired 
^ by the institutions?, t 

METHODOLOGY " • ^ , * 

To solicit the Information that would provide basellne'data about 
the state of the spene for multicultural education in teacher education, 
a survey instrument was developed.^ The selection of the population to be 
surveyed and the development of the instruments will be elaborated in 
this section. , * . 



Population ' ' * * . 

The general population was limited to higher education institutions 
which offer basic or advanced programs for education personnel and thus 
might be initially eligible to apply for accreditation from NCATE. AAQTE 
has a membetship of approximately 800 teacher education instigations. All 
members offer a piinimuro degree level of bachelors. Because AACTE has ^a^ * 
history for surveying its membership concerning teacher education programs, 
it was appropriate that this survey also utilize the mechanism for conducting 
such surveys as already exists. 

AACTE^s membership includes members in all fifty states and Puerto 
Rico. Institutional members include bee^private and pul^Lic institutions 
that range in student population size from 327 students to 51,000 students. 
Most of the NCATE-accredited institutions are meters of AACTE as^well as 
around 250 institutions that are not accredited. Although only 80'0 of the 
approximately 1,200 institutions that prepare teachers are members ^of > 
AACTE, the AACTE membership is^a representative sample of teacher education 
institutions. 

Because of the existing mechanisjns for surveying the AACTE membership, 

it was decided to survey .the entire membership of 786 institutions diiring 

the fall of 1977. This occurred after the NCATE standards had been adopted^ ^ 

' . \ 
in May, 1977, and yet almost one-and-a-half years before the standards were 

/ . ' ^ 

to ^o into e^ect. 

""'During July, a letter 'announcing the fall survey was mai^led to the 

chief InB Li tut tonal representative foy each institutional member. The 

fetter (see Appendix A) explained the rationale for the survey of multi.- 

cultural education in teachet education and requested ^he cooperatiorf of the 



institution in the completion of the survey. For e;q5edience in the 
handling of the survey at the ^.nstitutional level, the chief in- 
stitutional ""representative was asked, to identify a respondent to 

s , ' - 
the survey on a postcard to be returned to AACTE.' Almost 700 in- 

dividuals .returned the postcard with a survey respondent identified. 
I' ' ^ ^ . i 

When the sui^vey were disseminated in September, - they were mailed 

directly, to the individual previously identified as the official, 

* institutional respondent. " ' • 

" Instruments 

The information that needed to be solicited through this survey 
was outlined in the section on objectives. Based on those, objectives, 

survey Instrument wes' first developed by the AACTE staff as a 
closed questionnaire earXy in the summer of 1977. This was dirculated 
'to members of AACTE 's Commission on Multicultural Education and the 
National Committee for Multicultural Teacher Education Standards for 

comments and suggestions. 

* » 

The comments and suggestions of these individuals and other 
^identifie'd experts in the field of surveying and /or ^multicultural 
education were incorporated into the next drafts of the instrument. 
During July and early August, ,1977, the survey instrument wa^ field 
tested at three different sites: Alabama A & M University, Bloomsburg 
State University, and the University of Missouri at St. Louis, Based 
on the comments of the field-site respondents, additional <±ianges in 
format and substance were made to the instrument. Again the instAment 
^was circ.ulated td. members of the Commission and National Committee'" for 
comments * 



/ ^ • ' By the*end of August, the final instrument was developed and 

^ " re^dy for dissemination. The^ instrument included 22 questions in ^ix ^ 

•sections , related to specific NCATE standards. The first 21 questions 

required a check response with space for the addition of an "other'* 

► * ^ ^ • where appropriate. The fin^l question was an open-ended question ^' 

requiring a written response. The text of the "Survey of Multicultural 

Education in Teacher Education" can be found in'Appendix B. 

An outline of each section and question is presented below: 

Section A: Programs " . 

1. What 3pecific components or modules related to 

multicultural education are provided by tha. education 
unit? What is the educational desirabiliXy for such modules? 

;2. Aboyt which ethnic groups are courses, provided at the 
' ' institution? 

3. Are there courses related specifically to women off^ed at 
the in'stitution? 

. A. Does the education unit offer inservice Rrograms ,in multi-i 
- / cultural/bilingual' education? * 

5. Through what means ar^multi cultural/bilingual educattion ^ 
• addressed in the education unit (e.g., component in 

foundations course, as a major or minor)?/ . 

6. If the education unit^h^s provisions for multicultural/ ' 
* * bilingual education, what are the course titles and levels 

^ . , * (i.e;, unrdergraduate dual, graduate, or Other)? ^ 

. .7. How many students are enrolled in courses o^.progrlms , 
relatei^'tSnttM.ticultural education? 

Section B: "faculty 

8. What, is the ethnic ^and sexjjal composition of the faculty 
for the education unit? ^ 

9. In what ways has the concept of multicultural/bilingual 
education -been fostered amdhg faculty members in the / 

education xmit? 

10. If there are provisions for multicuUural/bilingual 
education and some faculty members serve only part of 
their fufll-time assignment in the education unit, what 
\ . discipline or areas of study do those faculty members 

, represent? 

er|c ' . • -r^^ ^ 



11. Wiat disciplities>or progtam. areas do full-tfme education 
faculty members l^eaching multicultural/bilingual education 
components represent? " ^ 

12, What is the ethnic and sexual composition of the faculty 
members teaching the multicultural/bilingual education 

ft 'J 
components? 

Section C: Management , ' * ' . 

' 13, How are the .multicultuiral/bilingual education activities 
in the education unit developed and manage^d?* ' , 

14. How are the multicultural/bilingual education activities 
; and programs financed wittj^in tlie education unit? 

15, What resources are utilized by.. the faculty and students in 
the implementation of the "multicultural/bilingual education 
programs? 

Section D: Students . * 

* 16, What is the ethnic and sexual composition of the student 

population at the institution? In undergraduate education? 
In graduate education? 

17. In wMt ethtfic- related. situations aire^'the education graduates 
likely toRforic? 

Secti(^n E: Research and Development ; 

18, What type^ of research activities related to multicultural/ 
bilingual education are urtdertaken in' the education unit? 
What is the^ nature oi the research? How is such research 
financially supported? - ^ ^ 

' 19, What products related to multicultural/bilingual education 
are produced by faculty members? 

Section F: General ^ ' - ^ 

What /factors have contributed or deterred tlie development 
and i\nplementation o£ multicultural education? 

21, What kinds of services reflated to multicultural education 
should AACTE provide its membership*? 

• ' 22, What is the outloofe.-f or the future of multicultural education 
in the education unit? . „ ^ 

\ * ^ 

The surveys were mailed with a transmittal letter (Appendix A) and 

self -addressed, postage-paid return envelope to 786; institutions on 

September 30, 1977., Re'lpondents were requested to return the survey to 

AACTE by Oct|ober 3*0, 1977. A postcard (Appendix A) was jnalled to all 



non-respondents, during the last week of October to remind them of the ^ 

pending deadlitve for the' return of the survey' instrument. ' 

During October and Nov.ember, calls were made to respondents/ to follow-* 

- lip or c'larify information that had been provided on the survey in- 

s t rumen t» - ' 

The initial -computer run of the data was conducted during the last 

week of November^ith 359 returned cases . A preliminary report of the 

findings was prepared for "A National- Institute 'on Multicultural Teacher , 

Education Standards,'' December 14-16, 197 7, In January, d978, twenty- 

eight addition cases were added to the file and additional analyses 

were made using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences. Thus, the 

data fc^ descriptive profiles of the responding institutions as found 

in this report were collected, analyzed, and presented here. 

Statistical Analysis - ^ ^ 

In addition tx> examining the frequency distribution for the total 

« 

population responding to the survey > we chose to investigate the relation- 
ship among several variables. Six different null hypotheses were tested 
and are described in thi^ narrative report. Each of the six null hypotheses 
included 202 variables which were tested separately far significant" diffe- 

* 4 ' K * 

rences )>etween respandevits. Using demographic data about the institutions, 

that ^responded to the survey, the following null hypotheses we;:e tested 

at the .05 level of significance: ^ / 

1. There will no difference between instr^tutions with provisions 
for multicultural/bilingual education and institutions without 

^ such provisions on their responses' to' the questions in the "Survey 
ofc Multicultural Ejducation in Teacher Education." 

2. .There will be no' difference between public and private in'&tituti^ns 
^on their response^ to the questions in the "Surve}^ of Multicultural 

Education in Teacher Edut:ation." . 

* * ' ' 

3. There will be no ^difference between NCATE-ac credited' and non-NCATE- 
acc^edited institutions on tipaiif responses to the questions in the - 

V' "Survey of Multicultural Education in Teacher Educatidrt." 
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4< There will be no differerice in phe responses of institutions 
basdd on the^ geographicaX regi€Jn of the,U»S. in which they are 
locat:e<i on their responses to the^ questions in the "Survey of 
Multicultural Education in Teacher Educajtign." • 

5* llhefe'will be no difference in the responses of institutions 
based on the- population of the* city or area in which they are 
located on their responses to the questions in. the "Survey of 
* Multicultural Education in Teacher Education," * / 

6. Hiere will be qo difference ijci the responses of institutions 
based on the size of the s.tuderit population for' the institution- 
on their responses* to the questions in "the "Survey of Multi- 
cultiiral Education in Teacher Education." . , * w 

* The chi square test oS the "Statistical. Package' for the Social 

Sciences • was the system of computer programs used for tliis .analysis. 

The chi square formula used in this package was X. 'A^' V V ' where- ^ 

^ • • ■^K c» ' ^ ^- ' ' ■ • 

equals th^ observed frequency in each eell\ and equals the expected 

frequency calculated as 1* -rr* where, is the frequency in a respec- 

> * ^ 

tive column marginal, T/ is the frequency iti, ^ respective row marginal, 

and stands for total number af vali4 .cases. 

Host questions which supplied nominal data ^were used for this analysis. 
This included questions 1-5, 6a, 9,, 13-15, 18-21. A total of 202 variables 
were analyzed for each of the six null*hypotheses above. - 

For the second part ^ of question I and for question 20, respondents 
Checked a response along a corttinuimi of five alternatives. Because the 
frequency of responses in cells at one end of the contini^um were 6f ten less 
than five, tfie respones at the ends of the ^continuum were collapsed to-- 
gether as one. For both questions, the analysis'ds base4_on three responses 
rather than five. On^question 1, the responses analyzed ranged from "desirable 
to "neutral" to "not desirable." On question, 20, the responses analyzed ranged 
from "contributing factor" to "no influence" to "deterring factor.*' Respm^s 

« * 

14 Norman' HTki^, et.al.. Statistical Package for, the Soci al Sciences. New YcJrk: 
, McGraw-Hill Book Co., Second Edition, 1975. 

\ '* \ ^ 
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to all other qtiestions used fbt this analjfsis were "yes " vX)r "no". 

For this^^alysis it wk3\determined "that a significant difference 
existed when , the level of ^8lgnifi;^ian.ce oa. tshe _chi square test was l^ss 
thafi- or feqiial to . 05. < 

Definition of Terms 

Several terms are used continuously throughout the suryey' instrument 
and this report. These include. th4 following: * • 

1. MulH^ cultural EdudnHon is an educational ' concfept which values 
the culturally pluralistic nature of the United States and- thus 
the community and student population that ^chodls serve. It is 
preparation for the social, political jS "and economic realities 
that individuals experien'fce in culturally diverse and complex 
human .encounters. These realities have^oth national and inter- 
national dimensions. This preparatJLon pijovides a* proces's by which 
'an individual develops competencies for perceiving, believing, 
evaluating, and be.having in differential cultural settings. Thus,* 
multj. Cultural education is viewed as an intervention and on-going 
assessment process to belp institutions and ^individuals become^ 
more responsive to the human' condition', ind^idual cultural in- 
tegrity, and cultural pluralism in society^ 

2. ihlti cultural Teacher Education provides teachers ^th' the 
competencies required to teach from a multicultural persp^ec'tive, 
'Jt' implies- that: teachers be able to provide programs wher4 all 
3,tudents are helped to understand that being different connotes . 
neither^* superiority >nor inferiorit]^ and programs where students 
of various social and ethnic backgrounds may learn freely from 
one another. ' • . / ^ 



3/ Bilingual 'Education is recognized as an integral part of the tnulti- 
X cultural education concept • .-Hoy/ever, It is distinguished by the 

dimension:* of two languages as well as cultural dive^rsity. Bilingual^*- 
education' utilizes both English and the native languages of stu^nts* 
in the s^ool program and also provides experienices rror learning^ 
about th^' cultur'al heritage of the non-English speaUing ethnic ^ 
grojup. Tljese programs may range from transitional pro§*rama' aimed at 
* havitig students learning English aftel: several years "Ird'^a mCilti- ^ , 
1 1ngudl/n)yU'1 cultural program in which students learn to, unction-' ^^^^ 
totally in two languages and cultures. - . ' " ' * 

4. Bilingvxxl^ Teacher Education provides teachers with the competencies 
required .to teach in schools-with bilingual student populations • Tit ^ 
also implies that teachers recognize, accept and value the cultural^ 
did language differences of students in^their instructional and 
personal communications with students and the Community*^ V " 
* . • _ * 

- Education Unit is the organizational structure which is responsible 

for functions related to education ^s an academic discipline in- 
eluding undergraduate teacher preparation, all departments /division^/ 
areas within that organizational structure, 'educational .resaa^rch 
and professional service. The education unit often takes tfiC f oj^tiT 
' of a professional school, college,' or academic division ox depart- 
ment. . , , . 

' ^'^ ^ , ^ 

• 6. Institution is the entire complex of departments, professional 
schools and other organizational units that are present on the 
campus. " ' * . - » • 

LIMITATIONS . ' ^ ' 

' The descriptive profile Vpi^sented in this report^ is/'based on » the data 
>from surveys retume^d by the 387 teach'er educatioff institu'tions which are 
membeta of the American Asscciation of Colleges for Teacher Education 
(AacTE). Allthough the demographic data about the responding institutions , 
appears to \>e a representative sample of higher education institutions 

training teachers, the sample is a self-^selectlirg sample rather than a 
radomly selected sample of 'AACTE's institutional members. All of AACTE's 
786 institutional members were mailed the survey^ instrument; 387, 49.2 
percent of AACTfe's institutional .members , returned the survey.. This may 
bias the descr±ptivew*^rof lie especially if the non-respondents are-^more 



likely than respondents to not have provisions for multicultural education. 



The descriptive profile presented here can not- be construed as- a 

representative sample of all teacher ^education programs* 

The fact that multicultural education had been the focus of 

discussions concerning the NCA^E standards that weje being revised 

during 1976 and 1977 may have affected the survey responses. 

Respondents may be more likely to feel that their institution should 

be doing something in this area than -if the survey had been conducted 

prior to such discussions. Respondents may have been more favorably 

positive to the incorporation of multicultural , education in^ their 
♦ 

teacher education programs as a result. 

' / 

DELIMITATIONS 

This study was limited to teacher education institutions which 
are members of the American Association ^of Colleges for Teacher 
Education. The survey instrument was initially mailed to those 785 
institutions that were members of AACTE at that time. 
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• DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF RESPONDING INSTITUTIONS . ^ 

^As previously indicated, 786 teacher education institutions were 
mailed the questionnaire. Responses were received and computerized- 
for-387 cases' representing a 49.2 per cent return rate. The institutions 
returning the survey were representative of MCTE's institutional members 
as characterized below: 

1. 51. 4%' of the responding institutions "were public institutions;^ 
46.6% were private institutions, 

2. 17.3% wei^e from the Northeast; '23,3% from the Southeast; 
39.5% from the Midwest; 10,3% from the Southwest;' and 8',0% 
from the West, 

3. 13,7% of the responding institutions were located in cities 

with a population of over 500,000; 31,0% in cities with a • 

population between 50,000 and 499,999; 47,8% in cities between 

'2,500 and 49,999; and 7,2% in towns of less than 2,500, 16 

25% of the responding institutions have a total institutional 

studen,t population between 327 and 1,366; 25% with 1,367 to 

3,609 students; 25% with 3,610 to 9,905 students; and 25% with 

17 

9,906 to 50,000 students, 
5* 70.5% of the responding institutions were NCATE accredited during 
1976-773^ 




15 Northeast includes the states of Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, New York,. 
Pennsylvania, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New Jersey, Delaware, 
Maryland, and the District of Columbia, The Southeast includes West Virginia, 
Virginia, North. Carolina, South Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, Georgia^ 
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Arkansas. The Midwest dkicludes 
Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsili, Illinois, Missouri, Iowa, 
North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas. The Southwest Includes 
Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and Arizona. The West includes 
Wyoming,* Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, Nevada, Calif olrnia, Alaska and 
Hawaii. " ^ ^ * • . , • , 

"16 The population size of the cities in which institutions are docated was 
based on 1970^11.8. Census figures. , 
Vi7 The student population of an institution was based on the figures for 
full and part-time students as listed in the Education Directory; Colleges 
and Universtties"1976-77 by the NCES, , * 

* 18 The status of the institution's NCATE accreditation was taken from 
^ NCATE' s 23rd Annual List: .1976-77. 



The data presented In this section of the paper represents only the ' . 

387 institutions that returned the survey instrument. At this point, 
no attempt has been* made to discover the make-up of the non-respondents; 
thus the data presented may be biased and should no^ be interpreted as 
representative of the total American teacher education community. 

This descriptive profile of Ihe^'responding teacher education 
institutions is presented in five sections: (If programs related to 
multicultural ^education; (2) faculty; 7(3) students; X^) research and , 
development activities related to multicultural education; and (5) 
other factors affecting multicultural education programs. 

» i 
PROGRAMS RELATED TO MULTICULTURAL EDUCATJON 

Respondents were asked to identify vhether their educatl^on unit had 
provisions for fifteen different activities* The following indicates the ^ 
fifteen different activities and the percentage of responding institutions,- 
that indicated that they have such provisions within their education program: 

1. Study of intergroup coi^uni cations and 82.2% 
classroom dynamics ^ ' ^ " 

2. A student teaching experience in a school 77,5 
, with students who are racially/ethnically 

different from the student teachers 

3. Experiences which prepare education per- 73.9 
sonnel ta v?ork more effectively with minority - , 

'\ ' students 

4. Study of values clarification 73,1 ^ 

* 5. Study of the dynamics of diverse* cultures 71.2 

and the implications for developing ^ 
appropriate teaching strategies 

^6. study of cultures and ethnicity of thos£ 57,6 
groups within the geographical region 
■ served by the education unit- ,^ . 

•7, Study of divers^e learning styles related^ to 55,6 

^ethnic/cultural difference and' the implica- ^ ^ _ ' 

tion3 for developing appropria^^ teaching 

strategies 

8* Experiences whidh prepare education personnel 51,9 
to teach coritent from a multicultural 
persj^.ectlve 

9. Study of racism . ^ * . 51.7 ^ 



10. Study 'of sexism 

11. Study of socioeconomics * 

12. Study of specific ethnic groups within the 
U.S. (i*e., Afro American Studies, Mexican 
American Studies) 

13. Study of linguistic variation^ and bhe 
implications for developing appropriate 
teaching strategies 

14. Study of cultural competencies that can be 
transferred from one cultural or multi- 
cultural setting to another 



49,9% 
46.5 ' 
45.0 

43.4 

37.7 , 

.35.7 



15. Study of foreign cultures > 

Respondents were also asked tp assess the educational desirability 
fo'r the fifteen activities listed above on a scale from "highly desirable 
to '*not desirable." JPne following shows the*' responses for this' question? 



1. Study of intergroup communis 
cations and classroom dynamics 

"s^ ' ■ ^ 

r 

2. Experiences which pfe^pare 
educational personnel to work 
more effectively with minority 
students 

3. A' student teaching experience 
in school with students who are 
racially/ethnically different 
from the student tochers 

4. Study 'of the dynamics of diverse 

• cultures and. the implications for 
developing appropriate teaching 
strat^g^es 

5,. 'Experiences which prepare 'diCuca- 
tion personnel to teach content 
from a multicultural perspective 

6. Study of cultures and ethnicity 
of those groups within the geo- 
. graphical region served by the 
education unit . 



Highly * 
Desirable 
(1) ' 

, 57.1% 
56.6 



(2) 



24.8% 



25.8 



(3)" (4) 



7.8%. 
f.2 



.5« 



.8 



51.4 



25.3 15.8 



49.6 



'48.3 



47.0 



28.2 12'. 1 • 2. a 



25.8 12.1 3.1 



27.4 




7. Study of values clarification - 46»0% ' 31*5% 12,4% 1.0% .8% 

8. Study of diverse learning styles- 40,6 31»8 15,2 ^1.8 .3 
related to, ethnic/cultural ^ ^ * ' 

differences and . the implications 

for 'developing- appropriate * • . ^ • 

teaching Sirategies 



9. 


Study of racism ' . ^ 


39.3 


28.7 


15. 


5 


3.6 


2.6 


10. 


Study of sexism 


36.4 


25.3 


19. 


1 




3.4 


11. 


Study of linguistic variations 


34.9 ^ 


18.1 


19. 


9 


5.7 






and the implications for developing 














appropriate teaching strategies 














12. 


Study of cultural competencies 


33.6 


24.8 


26. 


1 


2.1 


.8 



that can be transferred from one * ^ . 

cultural or mu]^cultural setting * * ^ ^ 

to another " j 



13. Study of specific ethnic groups 
within the U.S. ^ 



34.1 * 25.3 23.0 3.1 1.6 



"^^14. Study of socioeconomics 27.4 35.4 20.4 -2.8 .8 

15. Study of foreign cultures 22. 0^ . 28.4 ' 28.4 6.5 2.3 

0 If the two responses at the "highly desirable" end of the continuum 

are' ^xaminedf together, over half^of the respondents felt that afl of the 
^ ' f if teen -activities Ji^eJ are educationally ^esirable. The activities 
^ presently being provided by education units are, for the most part, in 

. a similar position to. the respondents* rating of edjicational desirability ^ 



for the activity. The percentage^ of respondents who indicated that the 
:tivity is Educationally desirabie is^ higher for all activities than 



act 

the percentage of . institutions actually including the s^ctivity in theiT 

Ethnic Studies - , • 

13SI institutions, 35.9 percent of the re^onding institutions, 
have .departments or divisions related to a specific U.S. ethnic group. 
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295 institutions, 76.2 percent of the resporiding institutions, of^er 
courses related to specific UtSt ethnic groups. These -courses and ^Apart- 
ments; are often not located within the education unit itself, but offered 
by other divisions, departme!ft#,^ schools or colleges in the institution. 
The follo%ng i^idicates the percentage of resjJonding institutions with 
departments/divisions and courses related to specific ethnic groups: 



iiiLnnic utoup 


DpnPT t*Tnp"n t* 




ATXO ximer jLcaiio 


20,7 % 


#8 • 12 ' 


Mexican Americans 




18 4 


Anjerican Indians 


7.8 


315D 


Puerto Ricans 


4.2 


6.8 


A Q 4 OT^ Of* T ^ o n G 
/VoJUcxIi, /UUc t JLUcxIiO * 


2.6 


12.2 


French -Americans 


2.3 


4.1 ^ 


'Jewish Americans 


2.3 


6.2 


Russian /Americans 


2.3 


3.6 


Japanes^e Americans 


1.8 


5.^ 


Portugii&se Americans 


1.6 


■ 2.6 


'Chinese Americans 


1.-6 


7.8 


Italian Americans m 


1.3 


5.5 . 


Polish Americans ' 


.8 *' 


3.4 ' 


Greek Americans 


.8 


2.1- ' 


Appalachians 


. .6 


4.4 


' Irish Americans 


.5 


2.6 


Eskimos 


.3 


1.6 


Filipino Americans 


•3 


2.6 


Others ^ ' .v^- 


8.5 


12.6 


The ethnic groups specified 


by respondents as 


"other" var 



composite of several groups listed above to a different description , of the 
groups, above to a g^oup not listed on the survey. The "others" are* 
presented here in four groups" (1) Specific U.S. Ethnic/Cultural Groups, 
(2) Composite of Several U.S. pthnic/Cultural Groups', (3) Foreign Cultures^ 
or International Focus, and (4) Other Emphases, ^ 



/ 

* * 
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^ Frequency 

Specific U,S* Ethnic/Cultural Groups ' Responses 



Hispanic. Americans 6 

Women ^s Studies - 5 

Black Studies ^ 5 

Cuban Americans ' 3 

Korean Americans • , - , 2 

Amish , * * , '1 

Armenian Americans *• 1 

Dutch Amiericans , ^ 1 

LithuJ^ian Americans ^ ' 1 

Samoan Americans ,1 



Composite of S^v^^ral U>S> Ethnic/ ' 
Cultural Groups S * ] 

Multiethnic/Multicultural ' ^ . 14 

Minority Groups 10 

Regional Ethnic Groups • ^ 1 

School of Intercultural Studies ' 1 



FoT^gn Cultures or International Pocus 

Latiri\American Studies ' ^ 

German ^Culture & Civilization * ^ 3 

African Studies ^ , ^ 2 

Arabs' " ^ . 2 

Pacific Cultures ' 2 

Asian Studies 1 

Cari^)bean Studies ' 1 

Chaldean f - '1 

Ethnic Studies in British Education 1 

International Education * 1 

International Student Office - ^ 1 

Muslim ' 1 

Southeast Asia ' * ^ 1 

Sub-Saharan African Cultures 1 

Third World Seminar ' ^ . - 1 

Vietnamese * ^ 1 . 



Other Emphases 

Human Relations ) * 

Black Dialect ' 1 

Education of the Disadvantaged * 1 

Ethnic Diversity in Education 1 

Latin Americans in Metropolitan Centers ' J. 

Race Relations 1 

The Urban Experience - ^ 1 
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22,5 percent of the responding institutions require at least 

^ one course related to ethnic groups for completion of a degree program 

in education. 7,8 percent have the same requirement for completion 

-> * " 

of non-degree programs in education. 

i 

' " Women Sttj^ies 

53 institutions, 13.7 percent of the responding institutions , have 

a department or division at the college or university related to women's 

studies. At 225 of the institutions, 58.1 percent of the responding 

institutions, courses in women's studies ^te. offered. Nine percent or 35 

of the institutions require students to take at least one' course in 

: women's studies to complete their requirements for a degree program" in 

' ' education. Eight, 2.1 percent, require such coursework to complete 

requirements f or ^a non-degree program in education. 

Iiiservice Programs ' ** 

150- institutions, 38.8 percent of those responding to the survey, 
•offer iixservice programs in multicultural/bilingual-bicultural education 
either as an independent unit or in cooperation with a local education 
agency, teacher'' center, or other agency. The types of Inseryice programs 
provided* include workshops, seminars, conferences, consultative resource 
center, and field experiences . These are sometimes offered at the 
' co;Llege or university as part of their regular undergraduate or graduate 

offerings. The education unit most often offers inservice programs In 
^ cooperation with a local education agency; the location of these , 
^ . programs is usually In, the local school district rather than at the^ 

college or university* Inservice programs are^also offered by the 

' 3 ' ^ 
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education unit in cooperation with teac^^x centers^-and continuing 
education centers • Teacher Corps programs .were listed as providing such 
inservice programs in at least three cases. 

The majority of these inservice ptograms are provided for teachers 
in local education agencies. Some of the programs are for administrators 
and ^©t hers for paraprof essionals at the local school level. In a few 
, instances the programs were developed as staff development activities " 
for other faculty members in the education unit. One institution provides 
inservice programs for recently naturalized citizens with teaching'' 
certificates from their mother countries. 

The ethnic/cultura'l/linguistic focus of the inservice programs also 
varies widely. Bilingual education is often addressed through inservice 
programs |:o assist educators in teaching limited'-English speaking students 
»or to provide the course work fpr certification in bilingual education"! 
Many of the inservice programs naye a multicultural focus/ These 
address issues of cultural awareness, human relations, and racism and 
sexism as w^ll as several specific ethnic groups. The, major ethnic 
groups included in these programs are Afro Americans, Mexican Americans, 
other Spanish-speaking Americans, American Indians, and Asian American^. 
Other ethnic groups mentioned By at least one institution as the focus of 
inservice programs were Italian Americans, Appalachians, Greek Americans, 
Arab Americans, and Vietnamese. The language gr9ups which were included 
as a part of the bilingual education focus included Spanish, several 
American Indian languages, Portuguese, Ii:alian, and French. Two' ^ ' 

institutions listed comparative and international education as the focus. 
^Non-standard English and low socio-economic status* were also listed as 
emphases in inservice education programs. 



Provisions £o^ Multicultural /Bilingual Educatarbn ; 

305 of the 387 responding institutions (78.8%) have some provisions 
for multicultural pr bilingual education program^ ii^ their education 
unit. Thes^/provisions are most often *found as components in foundations 
or methodology courses*. 198 institutions (51.2% of the responding in- 
stitutions) have courses or offer a major or minor in multicultural 
or bilipgual education. The following shows the percentage of all 
responding institutions with, provisions for multicultural and bilingual 
education. plus 'the percentage of institutions with multicultural and/or 
bilingual education: 



Total 

\ , MCE and/' 

Provision . or BCE 

Component in Foundations 58.9% 
Course (s) 

Component in Methodology -49.4 
Course(s) 

Major Emphasis in Course(s) 23.5 

Major or 'Specialization 18:6 
^Offered 

Minor or Supplementary ^ 18.1 
Offered 

Department/Division 10. 1 

Otheif lA.O 



Murticultural Bilingual 
Education Education 



72*4% 

58,4 

25.0 
25.0* 

15.0 

9.cf 
13.6 



37.8% 

37.5 

18.6 
18.6 

17.8 

10.3 
8.4 



V 



The "others" specified by respondents included courses or workshops 
in human relations, communications skills, cultural awareness, migrant 
studentfife, and Latin America. Field expejfiences were listed by eleven 
of the respondents. Two -programs were also listed - the C.^.T.E. and 
Title VII Bilingual Education. 



/ 
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347 (89.7% of the responding institutions) completed the question 

about the ethnic and sexual make-up of the faculty for the education unit 

at the institution. The chart that follows indicates the percentage of i 

the 347 institutions responding to this question with faculty members 

from different ethnic and sexual backgrounds. The range of faculty 
•/ ♦ » * - 

members froji^ach ethnic group is also shown. "Full-time faculty includes 
persons/carrying a full-time load, all of whose activities are devoted 
to op/erati^ns of the education unit. Split- time faculty includes full- 
time faculty for whom only a portion of their activities are devoted to 
activities operated by the education unit (e.g., an English professor 
who teaches one methods course) Part-time faculty includes persons 
carrying less, than a full-time load in the. education unit who are. not 
:full7time employees of the institution, 

% 

. ' FULL-TIME . SPLIT-TIME PART-TIME 





% Range 


% 


Range 


% Rangei 


White American Male 


87.9 


1-160 


44.7 


1-43 


43.5 


1-105, 


V/hite American Femle 


86.7 


1-76 


38.6 


1-19 


50.1 


1-46 


Black AnfArican Ma3,e ^ 


28.0 


1-69 


^8.6 


1-15 


7.5 


1-4 


Black ^^derican Female 


27.7 


1-68 


5.2 


1-18 


T 


1-4 


Hispanil American. Male 


15.6 


1-10 


4.6 


1-4 


3.5 


1-6 


Hispanic American Female 

* 


11.5 


1-10 


3.5 


1-4 


4.0 


1-4 


Asian American Male 


11.0 


1-21 


2.3 


1-1 


1.2 


1-2. 


Asian American Female 


6.9_ 


1-17 


1.2 


1-2 


2.3 


1-3 


American Indian or Eskimo Male 


6.1 


1-2 


1.2 
.9 


1-1 


.9 


1-1 


American Indian or Eskimo Female 


2.0 


1-6 


1-1 


.9 


1-3' 


Other Male 


6.1 


1-4 


.9 


1-2 


.9 


1-3 N 


Other Female 


1.4 


1-1 


,3 


2-2 


.6 


1-1 



Ab expected, the white male and female are faculty members in the 
overwhelming majority of teachir education institutions. Blacks appear 

to be the most likely minority group with faculty positions* although less 

t 

than one-third of the institutions have any full-time black faculty mem- 
bers. 'Jhe faculty of historically black institutions is also predominanJtly 
black. Less than 16 percent of the institutions report Hispanics as full- 
time faculty members. Less thto seven percent, of the institutions liave 
Asian faculty members.. The maxiiium ranges of 2l and 17 for full-time Asian 
faculty is due to the reports from Hawaiian universities where Asian Am^ri- 
cans are more likely 'to be faculty members. The least represented American 
minority group is American Indians. Less^ than seven percent of the insti- 
tutions have American Indian or Eskimo male faculty, and only two percent 
have American Indian or Eskimo female faculty^ 

Approximately one-half pf the institutions indicated split-time or 
part-time faculty, members in the education unit. Again the majority of 
• these institutions have white faculty members, with the JJroportion of minor- 
ity faculty even less than for full-time faculty. 



The following chart shows the percentage of the total faculty popula-- 
tion from various* ethnic and sexW backgrounds at each level of employment: 

Full-Time Split-Time Part-Time 


Number of Responding Institutions 


347 


190 


; 223 


White American Male 


61.90%- 


61*38% 


46,39% 


White American Female 


27.8a 


27,64- 


■ 43.57 . 


Black American h^ale 


3.84 -' 


3,45 


2,38 


Black American Female 


3.10 


2,98 


2,27 


Hispanic American Maje 


.97 


1,49 


2.00 


Hispanic American Female 


.77 


1,49 


' 1.14 


Asian American Hale 


..,79 


.'74 


.38 


Asian American Female 
ft 


.40 


,34 


1,30 


American Indian or Eskimo, Male 1 


.23 


.27 


.16 


American Indian or Eskimo Female 


.12 


.20 


.38 
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The ethnic/racial composition of fu'll-time teacher education faculties 

is not representative of the U.S, population. Using U,S, Census figures, 

the following ^^^omparison of the pluralistic nature of teacher education 

faculties and the general population can be made: ^ - 

' Teacher Education U>S, Population 

White Americans • " 89-78% , 82.40%* 

> 

Black Americans 6.94 11,00* 

Hispanic Americans 1.74 - 5.1&*. ^ 

, ■ / ^- 

Asian Americans -J* ' ' ' 1.19 

American Indian/Eskimos • .35 • .40+ 

The percentage of women who are full-time fefcul^ members is 32.2 7 
compaajed to 67,73 percent male. The breakdown at th^ split-time level is 

32.65 percent women and 67.35 percent men. The percentage of women teaching^ 
as part-time faculty* members increases considerably over this levelt where 

48.66 percent of the part-time faculty is female. * ^ ^ 
There are also differences between the percentage of women within each 

ethnic/racial group as shown in the following chart: 

Part-Time 
48.2% • 
49.0 . 
40.2 
66.7 
^7 

Except for Hispanic females, the percentage of females working as 

part-time faculty increased over the other levels. The greatest discrepancy 

between the ntrober of male and female faculty members occurs in the White 

Amei^can gi'oup * * 

*1977 U»S4 Census Figures 
+1970 U.S. Census Figures 



* • 


Full-Time 


Split -Time 
_/'30.9% 


White American 


31.1% 


* 

Black American 


45.5 


36,5 


Hispanic American 


45.0^ 


1^1 


Asian- American 


33.1 . 


. 31.-7 


American Indian or Eskimo 


36.5 


42.9/^ 



Faculty J^syelopiBeiit Actlyltles 

The con/Bt)t multicultural/bilingual education has-been fostered 
among faculty members in the education^ unit through various activities. 
The following shows the percentage of responding institutions (387) that 
indicate the specific activity as means by which faculty learn aboilt 
multicxilCural and bilingual education:' 

♦ 



Multicultural Bilingual 
Activity Total Education Education 

Professional Association 53-0% 48.j6% 27.4% 

Meetings 

Faculty is.-on their' own 48.3 44.7 28.4 

with respect to multi-- 
cultural/bilingual 
education ^ , ^ 

Seminars/symposiums 35.4 30.7 17.6 

Cross-cultural field 33.9 29.7 ^15.5 

expericpices 

Inservice training for 19.4 l 17.6 8.0 

faculty 

Faculty research grants 17.1 12.4 9.9 

for multicultural/ ^ 
bilingual education ^ 

projects' ' ' - ' ^ 

SabliaticaKs) for projects 13.4 9.5^ 7*5 

related to multicultural/ 
bilingual education 

-Other ^ 6.^2 , • 4.7 3*2 . 



The "others*' specified by several of the respondents included the 
use of consultants who are not members of the education unit and/projects 
within the institution unit that have ^ multicultural focus. Also 
mentioned was facultjr participation in university and community 
activit)^, fe'deral and state projects, travel, prior teaching and 
urb^n experienc/e in multicultufal settings, contracts with foreign 
goVermoents, language classes, and prof essional periodicals. 



/ 



STUDENTS 

The question about tKe ethnic and sexual backgrounds of stQdents 
for the total institution, undergraduate education, and graduate 
education had the lowest frequency of responses, Using the data 
provided by those institutions that supplied the figures for their 
student population as well as the latest available figures from USOE's 



v«sJ2^fice\f, Civil Rights , - figures fo^ the total institution enrollment 
. were compiled for a total of 385 institutions, 99.5 percent of all 
institutions responding to the survey* The following chart shows 
the percentage of institutions with students from different ethnic 
and sexual backgrounds and the numerical 'range of students at the 
institutions. ^ The percentages are based on the 385 institutions for 
which student populations figures for the' total institution were 
available. ^ . 



Total 
Institution 



Undergraduate 
Education 



Graduate 
Education 



Responding Institutions 



n«385 



'n-186 



n-91 





% 


Range 


% 


Range 


% 


Range , 


White American Male 


97.7 


2-21,590 


' 90.3 


1-9,870 


92.3 


1-4,346 


White American Female 


99.2 


5r22,454 


^90.9 


1-7,508 


91.2 


1-2,564 


Black American* Male 


95.1 


1-3,713 


<^8.0 


1-1,722 


80.2 


1-547 


Black American Female 


96.4 


1-3,896 


81.7 


l-i;908 


75.8 


1-162 


Hispanic American Male 


76,6 


1-2,400 


-44.1 


1-238 


53.8 


1-81 


Hispanic American Female 


77.1 


1-2,880 


52.2 


1-419 


52.7 


1-89 


Asian American Male 


71.2 


1-1,350 


• 32.8 


1-230 


38.5 


1-45 


Asian American Female 


75.8 


1-1, f41 ' 


. - 43.5 


1-504 


49.5 


1-38 ' 


American IndiSa/Esklmo Male 


62.1 


1-239 . 


29.0 


1-53 


29.7 


1-22 


American Indian/Eskimo ' Female 


60.3 


1-232.-^ 


30.1 


l-30a 


33.0 


1-26 


Other Male " , 


26.8 


1-4,884 


21.5 


1-212 


34.1 


1-457 


Other Female" 


26.0 


1-4,649 


25.8 


1-351 . 


34.1 


1-581 



Over 96 percent of the responding institutions have a student popula- 

\ % 

tion at their institution that Includes some minority students. Both whit 

/mid black students are enrolled in over 95 percent of the institutions. 
Hispanic and Asian students are enrolled in 71.2-77.1 percent of the insti 
tutions while American Indian or Eskiijjq students are enrolled in less than 
62.1 percent. There was no clarification of "others'* on this question. 
Sometimes this included white ethnic groups, sometimes foreign students, 
but was usually not specified. 

* Only 186 of the respondents provided enrollment figures for under- 
graduate education and only 91 for graduate education. Based on the 
limited responses .to these two sections of the question. It appears that 
^minority enrollments in education is less than the minority enrollment of 
the total student 'population. The percentage of institutions reporting 
minority education students at both undergraduate and graduate levels is 
less than those reporting minority enrollment for the total institution. 
Xhe percent of the student populations from vai^ous ethnic and 
* sexual backgroimds is shown for the same three categbries below: 



* 


Totals^ 
. Institution 


Undergraduate 
Education 


Graduate 
Education 


White American Male 


46.91% 


36.0§% 


39.11% 


White American Female 


41.53 


51.64 


51.24 


Black American Male 

r 


3.49 


4.30 


2.17 


Black Anferican Female 


4.16 


4.33 


3.62 


Hispanic American-Mal^ ^ 
Hispanic American Female 


1.22 
1.15, 


.82 
' 1.20 


1.07 


Asian Amerftan Male 


.56 


.34 


.38 


Asian American Female. 


.49 


.53 


.47 


American Indiaii/Esklmo Male 


'..2'5 


.20 


.22 


American Indian/Eskimo Female 
• 


.24 


.56 

> 


^.22 
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The .instituliions responding to this survey do not^ltave student popula- 
tions thaf^are representative of the ethnic/racial composition of 'the U.S. 
population. The percentages of student populations and the U.S. population 



follow: 


' Total 
Institution 


Undergraduate 
Education 


Graduate 
Education 


U.S. 

Population 


White Americans- 


88.44% " 


87.72% 


90.35% 


82.40%* 


Black Americans 


7.65 


8.63 


' 6.39 


11. QO* 


Hispanic Ameificans 


2.37,' 


2.02 


1.96 


5.10* 


Asian Americans 


1.05 • 


.87 


.85 


.SO"*" 


American Indian/Eskimos 


.49 


.76 


.44 


.40+ 



.The percentage' of minority students In undergraduate education Is 
slightly higher for Black and American Indian and Eskimo students than 
their enrollment at the total Institutional level. * The percent of under- 
graduate education students who are White, Hispanic or Asian Americans 
is slightly less than the percent enrolled in the institution. The per- 

cent of all minority graduate education student^ is less than that at 

\ 

any other level. ^ ■ . \ ^ 

47.57 percent of the ins'titut ions' student population is female. 
The number of females who are enrolled in jindergradu^te education programs, 
however, is 58*26 percent of the undergraduate education students. There 
are also more women as* graduate education students than\men. '^56.62 percent 
of the reported graduate education student^ are female. \ 



\ 



*1977 U.S. Census figures 
+1970 U.S. Cfensus figures 
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Employment of Teacher Education Graduates 

Institutions with data about the employment of teacher education 
graduates were asked to indicate the percentag^of those graduates 

working in situations where tlie student population is likely to be 

# ' ' ' .A 

other than majority white* 75 institutions reported that from 1-100 ^ 

percent of their graduates are employed in inner-city schools. 39, 
institutions indicated that 1-95 percent' of their graduates work in 
bilingual classrooms/schools. 32 institutions reported that from 
1-50 percent of their graduates work on American Indian Reservations 
Another 39 institutions indicated that from 2-100 percent of their 
graduates worked in other situations. These "other" included. 26 insti- 
tutions wiiich listed rural or small towns as the situation in which 
tl^eir graduates worked; 16 respondents listed suburban ar^as;^ three 
listed AppalachT:a; and three listed overseas. 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT ' ' - 

Purvey respondents were asked to* indicate the types of research 
actl^dties undertaken^ln the education unlt> the nature. of these re- , 
search activities > the financial support for activities, and the types 
„of products piGduced^hy.memherE-.o£ J:he education unl):. Respondents 
were to indicate only the research and development activities for 
multicultural and/or bilingual education. 
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Type of Research Activities 

^ 139 institutions (35.9% of those, responding to t^he^' survey) reported ^ 
^hat tjiere is some type of research in the area of muiticultural *and/or 
|ilingual education occurring within their education unit. The fallowing 
chart shows the type of research being pursued in these areg^by 
frequency of responses and percentage of the 387 institutions responding a 



to the survey. 

Type of Research ^ 
Faculty Projects 
Mastet Theses ^ 
Sponsored Research 
Doctoral Dissertations 
Special Institutes 
. Other 



Multicultural '^^ Bilingual 



n 



45 
40 
31 
29 
i9 



19.4 
11.7. 
10.3 
8.0 
7.5 
4.9 



'48 
33 
24 
28 
22 



% 



12.4 
,8.6 

6.2 
'7.2 

5.7 ' 
' 2.3 



\ 




The "oth^r" specified by the respondents .fhcluded wbrkshops,- ^ 
^seminars, practicum, and conf erencies* Also mentioned/ were con&ultan--^ 
cies and visiting/scholars.. ^ 



Nature of the Research 

^ ^ ^.^ ^ 

112 institutions (28'. 9% of those resppnding toJ the ,^l|rey) responded 

to this qi^stion in the j^ea of multicultural education (18.3%) 

responded in- the area of bilingual education* The/ following research 

topi(^s are being investigated^ (percentages are based, on thfe number of ^ 

institutions that responded to this question): 



Nature of Research' 


n ♦ 


t n 


% 


X\6searcn ux j,ii&,Li7uuL.j.uiici^ 
Processes 


78 


63.6% 


66 


. Q3 "0% 


" Cultural Processes 


75 


67.0 " , 


51 


i. 71.8 


Research on ^terethnic 
* Attitudes , 


62- 


55.4 


35 


49.3 

-J 


Assimilat^n/Cultural 
Pluralism 




51.8 


39 


54. SL 


Ethnographic Research 




^43.8 


27 


38.0 


Kesearcn on uuiLuraxxy^ 
Biased Tests and Xlther ^ 
Measurement Instruments 

•<r* influenced by Cultural 
Differences 






33 


46,5 


Other ^ 


21 


i8;*8 , . 


15 


21.1 



"Others" specified by respondents included the following research 
* 

topics: • ' 

■ 1, Bilingual/multicultural schools in Latin America; 

2. State-of-the-art studies of multicultural education and ethnic 
studies; 

3. Prepajration of teachers for urban settings; 

4. ^Multicultural education in Title VII projects; 
.5. Linguistics and- language reseajrch; 



^ 6, ' Filming of public school programs; ^ 

7, Resources on specific Midwest religious, racial and ethnic 
groups; ^ 

8* Development of curriculum materials; 

9* Language characteristics of ethnic groups and achievement in 
^ reading; 



10. Demographic studies; 



11. Multiethnic inst?ruction^l jnediaj 

— ;^ ' , . 

12. Culturally different gifted students; 

13. Legal research; and 

L4. Community involvement in bilingual education. 



Respondents also indicated on this question whether the research - 
was undertaken by graduate students or faculty members. With one 
exception, a greater number of institutions reported faculty under- 
taking these research topics than graduate students. The only ex- 
ception was "research of instructional processes" for bilingual 
education where the research is more often undertaken by graduate 
students than by faculty members. Often the research topics are _ 
being Investigated both by faculty ^members and graduate students 
^t the same institution. The following ^^chart outlines the level 
at which different research topics are* being undertaken: ( percentages are 



based on the 387 responding institutions): 

Multicultural 



Nature of Re'search 

Research of Instructional 
Processes 

Research on Social/Cultural 
Processes ^ 

Research on Interethnic 
* Attitudes ^ 

Research oi:\ Acculturation/ 
Assimilation/ Cultural 
Pluralism 

Ethnographic" Research . 



Faculty 



47 
47 
38 

3f 
31 



% 



12.2 
\ll.2 
•9.9 

9.5 
8.1 



Grad Student 



31 
28 
24 

21 
18 



% 



8.1 
7.2 
6.2 

,5.4 
.4.7 



Bilingual 
faculty' " 



n 



30 
-29 
17 

23 
•15 



7.8 
7.5 
4.4 

6.0 
3.9 



Grad Student 



36 
22 
18 

16 
12 



% 



9.3 

r 

5.7 
4,6 

3.1 



Faculty 



V 

Research on Culturally-^ 
Biased. Tests & cTther 
Measurement -Instruments 
Influences by Cultural 
Differences 



Other 



23 
12 



5,9 
3,1 



Qxa^d Stude nt 
—IT— 



n 



14 
9 



3.6 
2.4 



Facult 



Bilingual 



21 
8 



5.4 
2.0 



Grad Stu dent 
7 



12 

'7 



3.1 
1.8 



r Research Activities 
123 institutions responded to this question; 103 for multicurtural 
. education and 70 for bilingual education. The major support -*f or "research 
activities for both" multicultural and bilingual education comes from 
the institution itself as indicated below. The following indicates 
^ X the fre^tieiicy of responses and the percentage of the institutions 
- responding to -each section of this question that reported the listed 

^tipportn*: ^ * ' 

'/ * 

Multicultural (103) Bilingual (70) 






Support 


n 


% ' n 








• 

College or University 


72 


69.9 


49 

4 


70 






U,Sy, Office of Education 


25- 


•24.3 


25 


35.7 






Private Foundations 


X2 


11,7 - 




4.3 


U 




State Education Agencies 


12 


11.7 


^ 6 


8.6 






Lbcal Education Agencies 

< 


'4 


. 3'. 9 ' 


2 


2.9 






National Institute- of Education 


, 5 . 


4.9 


2 






/ 

V 


Other 

* J 


23- 


22. "3' 


* 14,' 


20 




A 


< 








4 





ERIC 
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' Othev sources of support foir multicultural .and bilingual education 
research efforts included personal funds of- students or faculty, ^ 
professional associations, foreign governments, state government 

t 

grants, and textbook companies* 



Products 

Respondents were asked to identify the .types of products, related ^ 
to multicultural and/or bilingual education produced by members of 
their education unit, 140 institutions (36*2% of institutipns respond- 
ing to survey) indicated that there_were products produced in multi- 
cultural' education, and 88 institutions (^2.7%) indicated thafi products 
were pitoduce4 jkti bilingual education. The specific type of products 
produced in each area are listed below. Both the frequency of 
responses and percentage of the 387 survey respondents are shown. 

Type of product Multicultural Bilingual 

^ n % n % 

Presentations as practitioner- * 

oriented meetings 99 25.6 * 65 16.2 

Educational products for local 

or regional, dissemination^^ 56 14.4 41 10.6 

Publications in practitioner- 
^ oriented jouYnais (e.g., 

Today ^s Education, Phi 

Delta Kappan ) \ 46 - 11.9 26 6.7 

Publications in books ,56 14.4 41 10.6 

Presentations at research- 
oriented meetings i 42 10.4 .26' 6.7 

Educational products »f or 
•nations, dissemination 31 8.0 ^ 29 7t5 

y Publications in Vesearch- 
oriented journals (e.g., 

American ideational ^ ■ 

' Research Joupal) 23^ 6.0 17 ^ 4*4 

' Other 15 , 3.9 ^' 11 2.9 



Other typeq of products specified by respondents incltided modules 
for classroom use, federaHfend state project reports, seminar papers, 
audio-visual tapes,* slides, bibliographies, and graduate theses and 
dissertations. 



GENERAL 

Respondents were asked to indicate factors that either c6ntr^uted 
to or deterred the planning, xievelopment , and implementation of multi- 
cultural/bilingual education programs in their education unit* In 
addition, they identified the kinds of services that they would like 
AACTE to provide to institutions to assist them in planning, developing, 
and implementing multicultural education programs. Finally, respondents 
were asked to write what they consid^ed the future of multicultural 
and/or 'bilingual education to be at their- institution* 
Contributing Factors to Development , - 

346 institutions (89% of the survey respondents) responded to, this 
question on the survey. Respondents marked that the specific factor 
either was a "major contributiojg," of "no influence," or a "major 
deterrent" to the planning, development, and implementation of multi- 
cultural/bilingual education. The following chart presents t^ie responses 
to the factors indicated on .the survey as contributing or deterring the 
the development of multicultural/bilingual teacher education programs* 
The percentages shown are based on the 387 institutions that responded 



to the survey. 



n 



---^ * Major * No ' Majol 

Factor Contribution ^ C2) Influence (4) Deterrent 

University /Co liege 

Adminis tration 14,5% 

Various Ethnic 

Groups 11.4 

State Education Agency 

Guidelines and/or ^ 
Regulations * 14,5 

Encouragement of 
Professional 

Associations ^ 10.6 

Faculty Qualified to 
Teach Multi- 
cultural/Bilingual 
Education 19.4 

State Legislation 
Related to Multi- 
cultural/Bilingual 
Education 14.0 - 

Federal Legislation 
Related to Multi- 
cultural/Bilingual 
Education 11,9 

Availability of Federal 
• Funds . 10.9 

Desegregation of School 
District Near the 
University/College 10*1 

Availability of Curri- 
culum Materials for 
College Students 5,7 

Teadi^ Organizations 5*4 

/ k 
Availability of State l^unds 6.5 

Availability of- University 
' Funds 8.0* 

Other 5,4 



■ - 
24,5% 


• 29.7% 


3.9% 


' 1.8 


25,3 


32.6 


2.6 


1.6 


















21.7 


27.9 


4.9 . 


2.6 


25.1 


33.9" 


2.6 


.5 


17.1 


12.9 

« 


19.6 . 


12.1 


15.8 


33.9 


5.4 


2.1 


15.5 


1 

3B.8 ' 


3.1 


.8 


slo • 


29.5 


• 

11.9 


13.2 


12.9 


44.7 


1.0 


' 1.0 


17.8 


18.3 


16.0 


'5.2 


14.7 


47.5 


2.3 


.8 


7.0 


28./ 


14.7 


14.7 


7,2 


12.0 


20>7 


20.2 


0,0 


.5 


.5 


3.1 











-^42- 



To analyze the jii^3or contributing factors and deterring factors, 

responses of (1) and (2) were combined as contributing factors ^nd * 

(4) and (5) as deterring factors, Several of the factors appeared 

concentrated at both ends of the continuum indicating that they were * ^ 

major contributions for some institutions yet the factors_that deterred 

development of muliricultura^/biilngual education for others. As an 

example, "Faculty Qualifiecl to Teach Multicultural/Bilingual Education" 

> 

.was a contributing factor for 36/5 percent of the institutions, * At 
the same -time, qualified faculty was a deterrent for 31.7 percent of 
the institutions. The availability of federal funds was another factor 
for which institutions responded at both ends of the continuum; 18.9 
percent indicated that this was a contributing factor while 25.1 
percent reported it as a deterring factor. The availability of 
curriculum materials for college students also provoked responses at 
both ends of the eontinuum. 23.5 percent reported it as contributing 
and 21.2 percent^at a deterrent. . * . • 

Factors which were considered as contributors to the planning, 
development and implementation of multicultural/bilingual education 
by at least 25 percent of the institutions included: 

University/College Administration ' 39% 

Various Ethnic Groups ' 36.7% 

State Education Agency Guidelinesi/Regulations 36,2% 
Enx:ouragement of Prof essionalJiSsociationS 35f7% 
State Legislation 29.8% 
Federal Legislation . 27.4% 



aervices 

331 institutions (85.5%) responded to this question; The * types of 

services that institutions would like AACTE to, provide in the area of 

multicultural/bilingual education are shown below. The percentages are 

based on the, 387 institutions that j;esponded to .the survey.. 
^**— * 

AACTE Services 

Publish a journal or bulletin that informs teacher 58.4% 
educators of new i^as, approaches, materials 
in multiculturaT^ucation 

Facilitate the dissemination of information about \ 56.3 
operationally ' and programmatically successful 
multicultural education programs. 

Provide a clearinghouse for informational, research 50.6 
and analytical studies of multicultural education 

Catalogue information about funding agencies to 44.4 
disseminate as a directory 

pBvlde information about federal and staf^ legis- 43.7 
Ration ^ • ^ 

Convene national or regional meetings oix multicultural 38.5 
education ^ ' ^ 

Maintain a consultative service on multicultural 37.2 
teacher education that can match expertise to needs 
at all levels 

Stimulate research and analysis on various aspects 33.3 
of multicultural education through the convening of 
task force. 

PrpVide consultation on development of proposals and 32.8 
research designs for submission to federal agencies 

Conduct^ research and analytical studies on multl- 27.9 
cultural education. 

Other 

Others listed by the respondents were to enco^jrage scholarly 
writings in this area, provide Information about emplo^ent opportuni- 
ties in non-teaching situations, organize inservice faculty workshops/ 

r - - "* 

institut(es, lobby for state monies, develop asse^^l^nt tool for 
affective objectives* of multicultural education, develop modulai* and/o 
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audio-visual materials, and assist state associations in helping 
individual institutions. Other comients includes eliminating multi- 
cultural educatibn as a requireifi§rft for certification, mandating • , 
multicultural education for continuing -certification, droppi)^^ this 

' rr ^ ^ ■ I 

area an^ coneentxating on the more critical survival concern! of teacher 
education (i.e.,^ finance, enrollments, control, accreditation), and 
"helping ethnic groups to establish some kind of generalized identity 
80 the non-'memb&r can more nearly present them a| a positive, contri^ 
i buting group." 

Two factors were considered deterrent to the planning, development, 
and implementation of multicultural/bilingual education by at least 
25 pe](:cent of the institutions; 

Availability of University Funds 40,9% 
Availability of State Funds 29.4% 
Desegregation of schc^l districts near the university/ college and 
teacher organisations have little influence on multicUltural/bilingual 
education -at most inst^^tutions . The influ ence th at these two factors 
- have is toward Contributing rather than deterring. 

I Other factors listed by resi^dents- as contributing factors included 
the NCATE Standards, human relations requirements, interested faculty mem- 
bers, the interest of local teachers ,^coimiiit ted faculty men4>ers, sttident 
Interest, Teacher Corps, the Title IV Project, and community nee4. 
Deterring factors listed were lack of interest and felt need, faculty 
workload, indecision at the state level, homogeneity of student teaching 
sites, lack of demand from students, lack of ethnic groups in the 
community, negative attitudes of faculty, degree program requirements, 
no substantive knowledge base, limited curriculum resources in vatious 

disciplines, an* lack of philosophical acc^ptancA. * 

"~ ' . ^ " ? ' • 
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the' outlook for the future of HnLTICU|.TURAL/BXUH6UAL EDUCATION 

The final question on the survey was open-ended. It asked the 
respondent to indicate the future of multicultfural and/or bilingual 
education in his/her education unit. Responses fell into three general 
categories. Roughly half of the respondents were somewhat ambivalent about 
the future. The future at those institutions is likely tb depend on the= 
availability of* federal funds, faculty interest, state and federal 
requirements, and student interest. Without financial support equal to or 
beyond what is now available, muticultural/bilingual education will not 
continue or be developed. The second group of approximately twenty percent 
had a complete lack of interest in multicultural/bilingual education. The 
third group of approximately thirty percent recognised a need for cultural 
piur*alism in the., teacher education programs as both an immediate and long- 
term goal. This group is comprised of those institutions that are either 
continuing already established programs or are developing program now. 
These institutions are also dependent on financial support and feel a 
"crunch" when the support diminishes. 




DESCRIP TIVE PROFILE OF HPLIICULTURAL EDUCATION 

r \ 

PROVISIONS IN TEACHER EDUCATION 

The fifth question on the survey asked the respdndent to indicate, 

how multicultural and bilingual education was being addressed within 

the education imit >iuring the fall, 1977 session. The education^ units 

in 305 institutions addtess multicultural and/or bilingual education 

as components in foundations and/ot methodology courses, as a major 

emphasis in courses, as ,a major or minor as a department /division 
♦ 

and/or through other means of percentage of responding institutions 
with such provisions is repeated below: 



^ Total 

^ MCE and/ Multicultural Bilirfgual 

Provision or BCE Education Education 



Component in Foundations 58,9% 72,4% ' 37,8% 
Course (s) 

Component in Methodology 49.4 ^58,4 37,5 

Major Emphasis in Course (s) 23.5 25.0' 1§.6 

Major or Specialization 18.6 25.0 18.6 

Offered . ^ . 

Minor or Supplementary ^ 18.1 15.0 17.8 

Offered 

Department /Division 10*1 ^ 9.0 10.3 

Other ^ . 14.0 . 13*6 8.4 

198 institutions have courses or offer a major or minor in multi- 
cultural and/or bilingual education, 110 institutions provide for 
Multicultural and/or Bilingual Education through components in foundations 
and/or methodology courses only. These institutions are listed in AACTE*s 
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Directory df Multicultural Education 'Programs in U^S. Teacher Education \ 

■ — ■ X " ' 

Institution's . 

In this section the multicultural and bilingual programs of these 
305 teacher education institutions will be described. This section is 
subdivided into six parts: curricula, faculty, students research and 
development, management, and general differences between institutions 
with provisions for mu^-ti cultural and/or Bilingual Education and other 

institutions. 
CURRICULA 

79.7 percent of the institutions with provisions for multicultural 
and/or bilingual education have courses and sometimes departments or 
divisions related to specific ethnic groups.' 23.9 percent of these 
institutions require that education majors comf^lete one or more courses 
related to specific groups. 8*9 % percent require students^ to complete 
such courses cevt^M non-degree programs. The specific ethnic groups 
which these courses address^ are outlined in tlie section, "Descriptive 
Profile of Responding Institutions^.** 

63 percent of these institutions also off^r courses related to 
women^s studies. 14.8 percent have departments or divisions withing'the 
institutions whose major focus is women^s studies. 9.5% of these 
institutions require completion of at least one course in women s studies 
^j^omplete an education degree program. Courses in women s studies are 
required for the completion of certain non-degtee programs by 2.3 percent. 

9' 

- >> 

Inservlce programs in multicultural and/or bilingual education are 
offered by 43.9 percent of the institutions with provisions for multi- - 
cultural education. The specif il^' content and types, of inservice programs 
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offered are outlined in the section, "Descriptive Profile pf Responding 

' • •• 
Institutions. 

Courses Related to Multicultural Education 

Institutions which ha'ci indicated that they have some provision for 

♦ 

multicultural/ education within their education unit were asked to list 

. the specific courses offered in this area.. 233 institutions (76.4% of all 

Of 

y institutions with such provisions) listed courses at the undergraduate 

level which address as a component or major empkasis multicultural 

education. 51 institutions (16.7%) listed dual levqil courses; 78 (25.6%) 

listed graduate courses; and 4 (1.3%) listed courses for sonle other level, 

usually inservice workshops . The range for the number of courses offered 

at these levels and the mean number of courses offered are listed below: 

Courses ' Frequency of 

Degree Level Range Mean Responses - 

. ' Undergraduate 1-57 5.0 233 

J)ual ' 1-20 3.1 51 _ 

Graduate 1-19 3.2 ' 78 

Other 1-^ 2.8 4 

Based on an analysis of the course titles provided by the respondent 

on the survey instrument or in the institution's catalog, these courses 

were classified according to what appeared to be, the maj.or focus oi the 

course. iKese are identified with the frequency of occurence at each; 

degree level in the following chai^: 
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Focus of Course 



GENERAL 



4 



Anthropology 

Child Development /Human Gro\«yth 
English , * 
Family Life 
'Geography' 
History 
Housing * 
Humanities 
Political Science 
Psychology ^ 
Religion 
^ Sociology 

INTERNATIONAL 

Africa 

Asian Caribbean 
Latin America' 
Mexico V ' \ 
Mideast 
. Oceania ^ 
^outh America 
Third World 

•ETHNIC/CULTURAJ. STUDIES 







UndergraS 


«\iiate 


10 


f 


I ■ 7 




4 




4 




1 


i 


■ 3 




. 1 




1 




-° 13 




1 




11 





2 

1 



-^1 



3 
5 



/ 



EDUCATION 



• Comparative/International 
Education 

Cu^rriculum and* Instruction ' 
'Early ^Childhood Education 
Elementary Education 
Education Philosophy 
Education Policy^ 
, Education Psychology 
Education . Sociology 
English as a Second Language 
^Foundations of'Educ&tlon 
General Education - ^ 




1 
1 



Afrp Aigerican Studies 


83 




1^ 


American. Indian Studies 


' 31 




4 


Chicano Studies 


13 




1 


Ethhic/Cultural/MiQority Studies 


21 


1 . 


2 


Hispanic .Studies 


3 






Puerto'-Rican Studies 


12 


* 


Women Studies , - 


20. 




' ' 2 
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ilistory of Education d 

Human/Race /Ethnic Relations^ 22 
Instructional Media and Mat?rials^ 2 

Intermediate Grades , 1 
Introduction to Reaching/Education 9 

Multicultural Education 30 
School- community Relations' 

Secondary Education 16 

Socio^Cultural Foundations 1 

Special Education . 9 

• Student Teaching /Practicvsn/ ^ 21 
Internship 

Teaching Strategies /Methods. . 24 

Urban Education *, 10 



1 
8 



22 
3 
1 
1 



1 
1 
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EDUCATION METHODS 



Art / 

isiness^ 
For^gn Language , 
Language Arts 
Linguistics 
Mathematics 
Music 

Physical Education 

Reading 

Science 

Social Studies' 



MISCELLANEOUS 



/2 
2 

- 2 
18 
1 
4 

' 2 
1 
12 
2 
22 



4 

' 1 



3 
2 



Disadvantaged " 7 
Exceptional Children ^' 6 

- Minorities/CulturalJ^ Different 16 

UNIDENTIFIED EXCEPT BY COURSE NUMBER 

-Business ^ 1 

Economics ^ 2 

Education • ' ^ 237 



i 



28 



3 
1 
8 



45 



Titles of'courses with a multicultural focys included the following;' 

a ^ " . 

: .Cultural and Ethnic Influence of F-amily and Child 
Multiethnic. Education 
, Workshop for School Personnel - Multicultural Studies 
Multicultural Awareness • , 

,Methods: Multicultural - Bilingual Education - ^ 
Multicultural Concepts and Education Systems ^ 
Module: Multicultural, and Human delations 
Multicul^itfal Education Practicum^on Indiii Education 
Teaching in Wultlethnic Sqhools 
4 Teaching in a Multicultural Society 

.Multicultural Education • ' * ^ . . 

' Principles of Multicultt^raX Education 



/ 



v/ , * • 
Concepts and Strategics for Multiethnic Education t" 
Cultural Pluralism in American Education 
Instructional Strategies of Multicultural Education 
Philosophical/P^chological Foundations of Multicultural Education ^ 
AnthropologicalfSociological "Founciations of Multicultural Education 
Organizational and Instructional Impact of Multi-cultural -Education 
Psychology of Cultural Pluralism - . 

Ethnicity aivd Education ' \ ' - . 

Special Projects in Multicultural Education 

Culture and^ Education . * . ' 

The Educator and Cultural Diversity ^ , 

Integrating Efhnic Studies into the Classroom 

Sociological and Philosophical Meanings of Cultural Pluralism 

Issues in MCilti cultural Education* 



210^^(68.9% of the institutions with multicultural/bilingual education 
provisions) indicated that at le'ast one course with components of emphasis 
on multicultural or bilingual education is required of education 'students 
to complete the requirements for a degree. One or more of .these courses 
are also required by 42 (13*8%)' of the institutions for students- to 
complete requirement^ for certain non-degree education programs. ' ^ 
Courses Related to Bilingual Education 

Bilingual Education courses at the undergraduate level were listed by 
95 institution^ which have provisions for mult>i cultural land/or bilingual 
education. This' was *31.Jl% perrcent of the 305 institutions with such 
provisions. 26 (8.5%) of the institutions listed. dual level' cours^j 29 
(9.5%) listed 'graduate courses; and 10 (3.3%) listed courses .at other' ^ 
levels usually inservice. workshops. Tne range for the number of. courses 
offered 'at these^^vels and the mean number of course offered are listed 
below: 

t 

. Courses - Frequency of 

J)egree LeVel / 4 ' ^ , Range . ' Mean Responses 

• " ^ ^' ^ ^ ^ ^ * ' ^ 

Undergraduate ^ 1-90 5.6 ^ '95 



Dual 



1-7 3.3, ( • ' 26 



Graduate 
Otliefr 



1-14 



4a 

1.7 



29 
10 



Th,e respoprdent was requested to ligt on the survey instrument the 
course number^ and ^titles ,^ supplementing the survey with an institution 
catalog of^^ijirses* Based on an analysis of the course titles, thfe courts 
related to* bilingual education have be*en classified below'by what appeared^ 
to be the major ,fdcus of the' course These aW identified with the frequency 
of occurence Bt each degree level in 'the following chart: ^ 

• Undergraduate Dual Graduate Other 







Focus' of 


Course 


GENERAL. 






1 * 



) 



Anthropology / ' 
Child Development /l^ygian Growth - 
Geography 
' History / ^ 

LingizisticS| 
Philosophy- 
Psychdlogy 
Sociology 

IITTERNATIONAL 

"Africa 

' Latin America 
Mexicd 

ETHNIC/LANGUAGE STUDIES 

Afro American Studies 
Afridan Languages 
* American Indian Languages 
American Indian Studies 
A^ian Studies 
Chinese Language . 
Ethnic Studies - % 

Erenc^" Language ^ 
French Studies 
German Studies , 
Hispanic Studies 
Mexican American Studies 
Portuguese Languages 
Portuguese Studies 



10 
1. 
1 
7 
7 
1 
1 
4 



2 

4 
4 



8 
.1 
2 
8 

5 

1 
1 

^ 2 
9 
2 
3 



1 
f 



2 
1 



1 
1 
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Puerto Rlcan Studies 
Spanish American Studies 
■ Spanish Language 

EDUCATION 

• Assessment /Testing 

• Bilingual Education 
Curriculm & Instruction • 
Early Childhood Education 
Education Administration 
Education Philosophy 
Education Psychology 
Education Sociology 

• Education Theory & Research 

* Elementary Ediication 
English as a Second Language 
Foundations in Education 

. Hi^er Education / 
Himian/Race/Ethnic Relations 

Methods . r'l 

Multicultural Education 

- Secondary Education ^ 
Special Education 

Student Teaching/Field Experience 
Urban Education 

EDUCATION 'methods 

Art 

English 

Foreign Language 

- Health 

■» Language Arts ' 
Mathemati cs 
Rcfading ^ ■ ' 
Science 

Social- Studies 
MSCELLANEOUS 

Connnimity" Organizations 
Cultural Awareness ' 
Disadvantaged 

Exceptional Child " * 



19 
2 
5 



2 
23 
3 
1 

1 
5 



11 
4 



8 
6 
6 
3 
16 



11 

7 

'1 
4 
2 

10 

> 2 
1 



1 
3 



12 



5 
6 

1 
1 
1 
3 
1 



3 
1 

1 

1 



■2. 
1 
1 



2 
1 



5 
31 
8 

*^1 

1 
1 
2 

4 
4 



3 

6 

1 

1" 

2 

1 



1 
1 
2 



1 
4 
1 



1 
1 



UNIDENTIFIED EXCEPT BY COURSE IfUMBE?^ " 

Education 8l ^9 ^ . 

Examples of course titles which appeared to have bilingual education 
as their major focus included the following! 



studies in Bilingual Education 
Methods iri^ Bilingual Education 
Introduction to Bilingual Education 
Science and Math for feiiingual Speakers' 
Reaching Reading to Bilingual Speakers 
Issues in Bilingual Education ' 
Assessment of Bilingual Children 
Teaching the Bilingual-Bi cultural 
Materials for Bilingual Instruction 
Linguistics for Bilirfgual Classrooris 



Pas*t and Present Status of Bilingual Education 
Bilingual Program Design and Implementation 
*5paniph in Multicultural Environments 
Educational Problems of Dialect Speakers 
Community School Relations in Bilingual Settings 

Second Language Pedagogy 'for Bili-ngual Education - ^ - 

Child .Development and Patterns of Child Rearing in Qulturally Different' 
Groups 

Seminar: Administrative Issues in Bilingual Education 
Seminar: Cultural Diversity and Educational Administration 
Bilingual SchboUnf in the M.S. ''^ - / ^ - ^ ^ 

/■ 

Institutions with bilingual education programs were requested to identify 
the target languages for these programs. The following shows the tat'get 
languages, the numbe^of institutions that indicated these as target 
languages and the percentage of all institutions with provisions for 
multicultural and/or .biJjingual education: 




Target Language 



Freauency of ^ 
Responses » 



Percent ot Institutions 
with Multicultural/ 
Bilingual Provisions 



Portuguese 
Chinese 



Cantonese 

Arabic 

Choctav«„^^^^^ 

Japanese 

Natra j o 

Filipino 

Korean 



Spanish 
Freneh 
German 
Italian 



* 4 



118 
25 
21 
8 
7 
-6 
5 
4 



3 




38.7 
8.2 
6.9 
2.6 
2,3 
2.0 
1.6 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.3 
1.0 
1.0 
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Chaldean - 

Cherokee 

iCrowte 

Lokot^a 

Nez Perce 

Polish 

Cheyenne 

Otlier 



2 
2 
2 
2 

' 2 
2 
1 
17 



The category for "other" included the following languages; 
Language 



African 

Greek 

Vietnamese 

Russian 

Laotian 

Hebrew 

Meat 

Arapahoe ^ 

Athabascan 

Crow 

Imupiaq 

Meraminee 

Seminole- Creek 

Shoshone 

Woodland ' 

Yup'ik 



Frequency of 
Response 

2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 

/ 1 ' ' 

1 
1 
1 
\ 

1 
1 

% 1 



Thus Spanish is the major target language for bilingual education 
programs of fered* at the institutions responding to this survey. American 
i*ndian languages^re offered with the next greatest frequency (frequency 
total of 27) followed by French and German.. None of the othe^ languages 
were reported more than 8 times* 
FACULTY tOR MULXtCULTURAL/BILINGUAL EDUCATION 

In the section of the survey on faculty, respondents whose education 
unit Haa provisions for multicultural and/or bilingual education were 
asked tp indi^te the academic backgroimds and ethnic and sexual com- 
position of faculty members who teach such courses. This^data is presented 
in thrfeC' different sections: (1) academic backgrouiid of faculty members 



who teach courses related to multicultural and or bilingual education, 

but are .from schools, colleges, or departfcents other than education; (2) * 

program areas represented by faculty members who teach courses related 

to multicultural and/ or bilingual education and who are faculty members 

in the education unit; and (3) the ethnic and sexual copiposition of the 

faculty members who teach courses related to multicultural and/or 

bilingual education at eath level of employment, i.e., full-time education 

faculty, split-time education faculty, and part-time education faculty. 

' Academic Background of Split-Time Education Faculty 

. The respondent was asked to indicate on question 10 the disciplines 

or areas of study the faculty members teaching multicultural and/or 
ft 

bilingual education courses from uni-ts in* the institution other than 
education. 189 respondents completed this question. Listed below ^re the 
frequency of responses for each academic discipline listed on the survey 
and the percentage of the 189 respondents indicating that discipline. 



Academic Discipline 


Fre4uency 


Percentage 


Sociology 


100 


52.9 


Foreign Language 


,95 


50.3 


History 


- 83 


43.9 


Anthropology 


62 


' 32.8 


Psychology 


61 


32.3 


English 


•58 


30.7 


Afro American Studies 


56 


29.6 


Music 


37 


19.6 


Political Science- 


34 


18.0 " 


Art - 


33 


17.5 


Mexican American Studies 


32 4. 


16.9 


American Studies ' 


32 


16.9 


American Indian Studies 


30 


15.9 


Philosophy 


* 27 


14.3 


Physi-cal Education 


26 


13.8 


Asian Studies 


25 


' 13.2 


Theatre Arts /Drama 


24 


13.0 


Mathematics 


17 


9.0 


Economics 


15 


7.9 



International Affairs 


15 


Home Economics ' 


• 12 


B.usiness 


11 


Physical Scien,ce ' ' 


10 


Law 


8 


Agriculture ' 


5 


Other 


29 



7,9 
6,3 < 
5,8 
. 5,3 
4,2 
2,6 
15,3 

^'Others" specified on tfhis question included six institutions with 
faculty fron^linguistics, three with faciMrty from speech, two w^th faculty 
from minority groups studies, two with faculty from reading, and two with 
faculty from Puerto Rican studies, A fre^bency of one institution was 
found for faculty members from the academic disciplines of bible, Latin 
American studies, ethnic studies, geography, religion, journalism, Black 
studies, library science, continuing Education, English, integrated 
studiesi f?>lklore> social sciences, miiseum,, allied health, bicultural- 
bilingual studies division, edufeation administration, 'speech pathology and , 
audio logy, special education, and women's studies* 
Program Areas of Full-Time and Part-Time Education Faculty 

On question 11 the respondent indicated the program areas that full- 
time and part-time' education facultj^te^ching multicultural/bilingual , 
education courses represent, 244 respondents completed this question. Listed 
below are the frequency of ^responses for each program area and the percen- 



tage of the 244 instituti^ons indicating 


that aifea. 




Program Area 


Frequency 


Percentage 


^ Elementary Education 


170 


69 ..'7 


Secondary Education 


148 


60.7 


Social Foundations/History 






and Phil^ophy 


95 


38.9 


f Early Childhood .Education 


• 93 


38.1 


Curriculum and Instruction 


85 


34,8 


Social Studies Education 


80 


■32.8 


Educational Psychology 


75 


30.7 


language Arts /Reading 


70 


28.7 


Special Education 


63 


25.8 


Jr, High/Middle SchQol Education 


63 


25.8 


Foreign Language Education 


60 


24.6 


Guidance afltf Cbunseling^ 


49 


20.^ 
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' / ' 't- 


■ 63 







48 


\ 19.7 


A /)tn4 o t* v* 4 f* ■{ /*vn 




« xo • u 


*Urban Education^ ^ 




U •J 


A T^tv^H /Tf* a t* ^ f\ry 


<^x - 


12 7 
x^ • / 






1 1 Q 

XX • «/ 


Q on T7 1 f3 f* ^ ^vn 

ocxence CiaucaLioii 




XX • 7 


C /*Ti 1 P Q ri o 1 (TXT 


27 


1 1 1 
XX • X 


jr^jroJLCci± uUUCaLJLUU • 




• in 7 


riaLneniouxcs £!<cuc3l1oii * 




Q ft 

-7 • O 


ClXgllc L £<viUCclL JLUU < 


2V' 


7 • H 






9 0 


one Ly8i±\MZxOa 






Ad 111 t* / Pnn t* "! n tH n C- F.dii^^flt*"! nn 


21 


8.6 


Tn f* o >«i^ Q ^n Q T on /I r^r^Tffrt o t* a t*T t7o TJ'Hii^at'T r^n 
i.n LcLLla uXUua J. aUU uUlU^ciL a LJL Vc DviUUciLJLUU 


20 


8 2 




Xu 




aUUXO VJL oUaX C<aUCa LJL UU 




O . X 






6 1 

V a.X 


Home Economics Education 


1 A 






14 

X H 


5 7 




XX 


. 4 S 


T7 A o ^4 fw> T7r4«t/%ot*^ An 


r 

1 1 
XX 




Dusiness £<auca.LXou 


Q 


7 


YOCHUXOuaJ. £\.end.QXxl LaulOIl 


ft 




Cf*iiHonf* "P A y* o An Tvh 1 


4^ 


1 6 


A<*i^ t*iiT*o T?/1ltAa♦*^ An 




1»6 


TopKn-J /Tn /liiQ t*T'^ a1 Fdiir*p t*"f nn' 


A 


1.6 


LIXSLLXDULXVc £!< UU CoH. X Uil 


2 


. 8 


Other * 


7 
/ 


2 Q 



"Others" specified by respondents included educational foundations (2 
institutions), linguistics (Z institutions) , reading (1), multicultural 
education (1), school services,- bilingual education (1), and community 
education (1) . , - 

Ethnic and Sexual Composition of Faculty 

181 institutions indicated the ethnic and sex background of the 
faculty members teaching courses related to multicultural education. 73^ 
institutions reported this information for faculty members teaching courses 
related to bilingual education. Each of these were reported by whether the 
faculty members are employed by the education unil: as^ full-time, part-time 
or- split time. ' . , " 
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Faculty, for Multicultural Education Courses ^ ^ 

The following table indicates the percentage of the 181 institutions 
responding to this question witlT faculty members from different ethnic and 
sexual backgrounds at the three differjeufc employment levels. The range of 
faculty members within the different institutions is also provided. 

Full-Time Splii:-Time Part-Time 



. Ethnic/Sex Background 


% 


Range 


% 


Range 


% Range 


White American Male 


64.6 


i-2a 


8.8 


1 

1-10 


5.5 


1-7 


White American Female 


39.8 


1-19 


6.6 


1-2 


5.5 


1-3 


Black American Male 


22.7 


1-36 


5.5 


1-2 ' 


6.1 


1-16 


Black American Female 


20.4 


1-17 


3.3 


1-2 


5.5 


1-13 


Hispanic Americ^ Male 


9.9 


1-4 


1.1 


1-1 


2.8 


1-5 


Hispanic American Female 


6.1 


1-1 


2.2 


'1-1 


.6 . 


1-1 


Asian American Male 


5.5 


1-2 


.6 


1-1 


0 


0 


Asian Ame^^n Female 


8.3 


1-2 


.6 


1-1 . 


0 


0 


American InBian or 






Eskimo Male 


3.8 


1-3 


1.7 


1-1 


0 


0 


American Indian or 














Eskimo Female 


.6 


1-1 


1.1 


2-2* 


1.1 


1-1 



It appals that the majority of persons teaching courses related to 
multicultural education are 'full-time faculty members in the education 
unit. Less that nine percent of the institutions use split-time faculty to 

m 

teach such courses, and less than six percent use part-time faculty. For 
full-time faculty, the majority pf the reporting institutions have white 
male and female faculty members who are responsible for teaching the * 
cour'ses related to multicultural education. • , • ' 

The following chart shows a percentage breakdown by sex and ethnicity 
of the faculty teaching multicultural education courses at each level of 
employment : 





Fuil-Tlme 


Split-Time 


Part-Time 


White American "^lale 


38.25% 


37.50% 


16.95% 


White American Female 


19.63 


17.50 


25.42 


Black American Male 


19.89. 


15.00 


.20.34 


Black -American Female 


13.52 


11.25 


16.95 


Hispanic American Male 


2.73 


2.50 


15.25 


Hispanic American Female 


1.15 


5.00 


1.69 


Asian American Male 


1.27 


1.25 


-0- 



-60- 



Asian American Female 2.17% 1,25 -0- 

American Indian or Eskimo Male 1,27 3,75 .-0- ; 

American Indian or Eskimo Female ,01 5.00 . 3.39 

The breakdown by ethnicity of these full-time faculty members Is 
57.88-percent white, 33.41 percent black, 3.88 percent Hispanic, 3.44 
percent Asian, and 1.28 percent American Indian or Eskimo, The percen- 
tage of minority faculty teaching these specific courses in the teacher 
education program increases considerably over the percent of minority 
faculty in the full-time positions of teacher educ31:-4:<Jn' in general. For. 
most groups the percentage -of split-time faculty is similar to that of 
the full-time faculty. The percentages of* minority faculty, however, at 
the part-time level again increases for black ma^e and female and 
Hispanic males, * 

The breakdown by sex full-time faculty members teaching courses \ 
related to multicultural ^ucation is 36.48 percent female ^d 63,52 per- 
cent male. There are more^women teaching these specific courses than 
women in full-time positions of teacher education in general. For split-- 
time faculty, the percentage of women is 40 percent; at the part-time 
level, the percentage jumps to 47.45 percent women. The f (Allowing shows 
the percentage bf females within each etftnic/racial group at the various 
levels: H , . 

Total ^, 
. Frequency Full-Time ' Split-Time Part-Time 

White American 94 33.4% 32. H 48,6% 

Black American 53 40.2 42.7 ^ 45.5 

Hispanic American 16 32.0 66.7 10*0 

— Asian American 16 - 60,0 50.0 . ^ -0- 

Amerlcan Indiail or - \ 

Eskimo 5 9.3 _ 57.1 100.0 

For both the white and black groups, the percentage of women teaching 

multicultural education at the part-time level is greater than at any 

other level. 
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Faculty for Bilingual Education Courses 

The following table indicates the percentage of the 73 institutions 
responding to this qxaestion with faculty members from different ethnic 
and sexpal backgrounds at the three different employment- level^. The ^ 

range of faculty members within the different institutions is also . 

/ 

provided. / 





Full- 


-Time 


Split-Time 


]Part-Time 


Ethnic/Sex Background 


% 


Range 


% Range 


. % 


Range 


Whifp Amp Ti ran MpIp 


41.1 


1-6 


8.2 


1-4 


5.5 


1-1 


White American Female 


34.2 


1-37 


15.1 


1-3, 


6.8 


1-2 


Black American Male 


5.5 


1-1 


-0- 




2.7 


1-1 


Black American - Female 


4.1 


1-3 


1.4 


1-1 


1.4 


1-1 


Hispanic American .Male 


34.2 




2.7 


1-2 


11.0 


1-3 


Hispanic American 


30.1 


'1-8 


6.8 


1-3 


16.4 


1-3 


Female . 














Asian American Male 


5.5 


1-2 


2.7 


1-4 


2.7 


1-1 


Asian American 














Female 


8.2 


1-2 


-0- 




1-4 


1-1 


American Indian or 














Eskimo Male 


1.4 


2-2 


1.4 


1-1 




-0- 


American Indi,an or 














Eskimo Female - 


2.7 


1-1 


-0- 






-0- 



The majority of persor\^s teaching courses related to bilingual 
education are .full- time faculty members in the education unit. Less than 
fifteen percent of the institutions use split- time faculty to ^teach such 
course, and less than even Seen percent use part-time faculty. For full- 
time faculty, the majority of the reporting institutions have white male 
and female faculty members teaching bilingual education. Hispanic Americans 
make up the , next largest ethnic group teaching such courses. 

The following chart shows a .percentage breakdown by sex and ethnicity 
of the^ faculty teaching bilingual education courses at each level of 
enjployraent: « , • ' * 

. Full-Time Split -Time ' Part-Time 

White American Male 26.08% 24.39% 6.97% 

White American Fetoale 32.80 *34.15 20.93 

Black American Male .79 -0- 4.65 * 

Black American Female 1-.97 2.44 ^ 



2.33 

Hispanic American Male 15.41 19.51 ^ 30.23 

-62- 



m or* an A n Amo 'n Qr\ l?om2) 1 o 
nJLopcUlJLv^ iUQcLJLCall rcUlclJ.c 


15.41 


19.51 


30/23 






9 75 


,4.65 


Ac! pn AmoT"! ran T^'emil^ 


2.76 


-0- 


2*. 33 


American Indian or Eskimo 


^Male , .79 


^ 2.44' 


-0- 


American Indian or EsRimo 


Femalef^ 79 . 


-0- 


-0- 



The breakdown by ethnicity of these full-time faculty members is 

58,88 percent white, 2,76 percent.-black, ^32,01 percent" Hispanic, A.73 

percent Asian, and 1.58 percent American Indian or Eskimo, The' percen- 

tage of Hispanic, Asian, and American Indian faculty member teaching 

these specific courses in the teacher ^education program is an increase 

over their percentage of full-time positions for teacher jeducation in 

general. The' greatest increase occurs for Hispanic Americans from 1,74 

percent of the general teaqher education full-time faculty to 32,01 

percent of the full-time faculty teaching bilingual education. Black 

^ave less involved^in teaching such courses than in other parts of the 

teacher education program. Except for American* IndiansT^t^iere is 'an in- 

/ 

creas^e in the percentage of minority faculty who teach bilingual education 
as part-tim^. faculty members,' ^ 

The breakdown by sex of full-time faculty members teaching ^courses 
related to 'bilingual education is 53,73 percent female and 46,27 
percent male. There are more women teaching courses related to bil;^ngual^ 
education with full-time pqsitions than for '^the general teacher education 
faculty or for multicultural education. For split-time faculty, the per- 
centage of women is 56.1 percent^ at the partrtime level it is 55,82 per- 
cent. The" following shows the percentage of females within each ethnic/ . 
racial group at the various levels: 

> 

Total 

Frequency Full-Tlme • SRllt-Time ' Part-Time 

White American 41 56.3% . 58.4% 69.2% 

Black American-. 5 56.0 100.0 33.3 ■ . 



-f>?r. 



p Hispanic , American - 
Asian ^nerican 
American Indian or 
Eskimo, 

Fj^ the white group, ',the percentage of women teaching bilingual education 



39 ' 


48.2 


72.7 


50.0 . 


7 


55.9 


-0- 


33.3 

• 


2 


50. 0' 


-0- 


-0- 



at the part-time level is greater than at ^any other le\Eel. More Hispan|.c 
women teach bilingual education as split-time faculty than at any other 
level. The frequencies of the other three groups were too smalT to mak^ 



any' statements concerning the differences at the various levels. 
STUDENTS ' , ^ ' 

Respbndent's from institutions with provisions for multicultural and/or 
bilingual education were asked to indicate, the tdtal number of students ^ 
enrolle*^ in multicultural/bilingual education courses or programs at" 
different degree leveis. The follo\^ing chatt indicates the frequency of 
instit-utions thaf responded to that section, the range of responses within 
the respcmding institutions, and the mean number of students ennblled at 



each level: 

Degree Level Freq uen| 



Multicultural 



Bilingl 



I'^al 



"Bachelor 
Post Bachelor 
(Fifth Year) 
Master 
Specialist 
Doctor 
Other . 



190 
18 

71 
8 
22 
11 



cy Range Mean 



2-670 
4-610 

1-660 



1- 320. 

2- 125 



119.7 


88 


1-295 


43.9 


■ 58-.6 


14 


6-60 


31.4 


. 64.1 


35 


. 1-200 


40.3 


24.4 


10 


9-96 


29.9 


29.^ 


' 14 


1-100 


15.9 


30.3 


5 


4-48 


18.4 



"Others" specified by ■ the respondent, iti eluded a bilingual-|ji cultural 
certification program, teaching internship, professional improvement beydnd 
certification level, Jion- degree program, ins ervice 'training for teachers, 
multicultural education certifi^cati^on program, special .courses, and 
training programs for administrators. and education consultants. 

Without knowing the siz^'of the student population at the various 
education degree levels, it; is impossible to determine the percentage of 



students who are enrolled in multicultural/bilingual education programs. 
MANAGEMENT ' OF. MULTICULTURAL/bILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

Respondents were asked to indicate the ways In which the .multicultural/ 
bilingual education activities within their education unit were developed 
and controlled/monitored. 25*4 resporidents ^completed this question. The 
fo^bwlng table shoVs the frequency of responses for each item and the 
percentage of the 305 institutions with provisions for multicultural/ 
bilingual education which indicated that type of management; 



Developed 



Controlled/Monitored 



Management Frequency] i 


Percen tage 


Frequency 


Pfercentage 




1 






V 


By a coMege or 










.ins ti tut i on-wi de 






y 1 


J 


curricuruiti committee 


70 


23..0 

• 


68 


22.3 


• / 

- By a person responsibly 










fox dixe c ting /coordinating 
the multicultural/ _^ 


















bilingual efforts ^ 


84 

* 


21.5 


70 


' 23.0 


uy cdui Lic^di. uuicii L / ^ LU^i. cuu 










within the education unit 










havingN the prerogative to 




■ 






develop, control,' an^ 








• 


monit6r its own multi- 










cultural programs 


144 


47.2 


9 7 


31^8 


\ 

By a^ consortium with 




t 






other colleges, school 










*listricts, and other 










agencies ^ 






16 


5. 2' 


By cooperative planning* 








• 


with local education 










agencies 


75 


-24.6, . ' 


22 




By cooperative planning 










with teacher organiza- 










tions 


21 


6.9 


8 


2.6 


* Othex * ' ' . 


25 


8.2 V * 


.16 


5.2 













"others*^ specified by respondents Included regional panels of, 

9 

i I 

community members, community^ba^ed committee, staje education agencies, 
state regulatory commission, individual professors within his/her own 
course, teach^ education students, dean's office, and teacher centers. 

Respondents were asked to identify the name and address of the 
person in their education unit who was responsible for directing/ 
'coord-inating the multicultural/bilingual education efforts. This in- ^ 
fprtaation 'has been compiled in a Directory of Multicultural Educatioji 
Programs in U.S. Teacher Education Institutions, 1978> 

^ Diff-erent types of consortia for developing and/or controlling 
and monitoring multicuJLtural/bilingual education programs were identified 
by the respondents* Most often the consortium was composed of several 
in^itutions. Other types of consortia included state education agencies, 
local education agencies, and teacher centers. Specific ones mentioned ^ 
yere with a Canadian-American Center,- Overseas student teaching, and ^ ^ 
the Cooperative Urban Teacherf Education (CUTE) prggram. 
Financial Sup.port ^ ^ * 

,242 different institutions reported the source of financial support ' 
for their multicultural/bilingual education programs. The following ch^art ^ , 
shows the frequency of responses for each source and the percentage ^f the 
305 institutions with provisions for multicultural/bilingual- edilcation 
that indicated that soorce of support; 

Multicultural Bilingual 
^Source of Financial Support Frequency ^Percentage Frequency Percentage 

- Education Unit 

Other University Sources 

-U.S. 'Office o£ EdudatioTi^ 

Other Federal Funds 



\ ' . . -66- 



•165 


54.1 


88 , 


28.9 


/ 


16.7 


37 


12. 3> 


24 


7.9 


40 


13.1 










17 


5.6 


16 


i.2 




state Education Agencies^.. 


17 




16 


5.2 


Private Poundations 






2 


.7 






in ^ 


c 

D 


» 

9 n 
• u 



"Others^* specified by t;h6 respondents included private organization > r 
teacher corps, foreign governments, and gifts. 

The majo^ support for multicultural/bilingual education programs in 
teacher education is the budget of the education unit or other institutional 
sources. Fe^^al funds are more likely to suppart bilingual education programs ^ 
than multicultural education proga;a8ls. ^ 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INSTITUTIONS WITH PROVISIONS FOR JIULT I CULTURAL EDUCATION AND 
OTHER INSTITUTIONS* 

Of the 387 institutions thayretumed the survey,. 305 reported that they 

had- provisions for multicultural/bilingual education while 82 institutions 

• 4id not have such provisions. ' * ^ , • 

/ - . 

Using a chi square" te^t;, differences between the institutions/ with" 

provisions and institutions without such" provisions were tested. The null 

hypothesis tested was: At the .05 level of significance, there will be no 

difference between institutions with pro^^isionS for multicultural /bilingual 

education and institutions without such provisions on their responses t<? the 

.questions in the "Survey of Multi^j^tural Education in Teacher Education." 

The null hypothesis was rejected/ for mari;y of the items on the survey. ^ 

These will be presented in> sections on programs^ fa'culty, students, research 

and development, and* general. 

Programs Related to Multiculd^d Educatrlon 

Question 1 listed fifteen activities related to multicultural education 

for which education units might have provisions. Significant differences- 

* / 

were found for fourteen of tho^e items. The only activity for which no 
significant difference was f our^d was the "study o'f socioeconomics," Activities 
for whi^h InstitutioXwith p^vlsions for multicultural/bilingukl education 



were more lijcely to liave provisions are shown in the table below, 
frequencies for both '"Yes" and "No" responses are shown as well as the 
level of significance based on the chi square test. 
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Activity 

t 

A student teaching experience 
in a School with -students who 
are racially/ethnically 
different from the student 
teachers 



Study of values clarification 235 



Provisions 
Yes No 



No Provisions 
Yes No 



52 



51 



27 



.0014 



.56 



48 



30 .0006 



• 


^^dJj^erse cultures and the im- 

1 "{ r»25 r\n c ^r\ir A^\T^ 1 nr» "i n o an — 
U J. JL Oct LJL Uil O 1-\J L UC V C ±.\J^ 

proptia^te teaching strategies. 


218 


74 


19 


57 


.0000 




. Study of linguistic variations 

an H fh p i t^d 1 1 rp t* i: on'<? £o t 
developing appropriate p^ajitu^i 
ing strategies. ^ 


. 149 


137 


19 


56 


.0001 




Study of diverse learning - 
styles re'iated^to ethnic/ 

Pill t'lifal "^Ht FFptph pp AnH 

t;he implications for 
developing appropriate 
teaching strategies 


ioo 


S3 


15 


60 

• 


.0000 

I 




Study of racism 


' 178 


111 


22 


54 


.-0000 




Study of sexism 


*172 


116 


21 


- 55 


.0000 




Study of intergroU^J ' 
communications and class.- 
room dynamics ^ 


0 C Q 


0 Q 
JO 




1 7 
J. / 


* UZU J 


# 


Study of cultures and 
,*ethnicity of .those groups 
within the geographical . 
region served by the 
educatidn ynit 


198- 




• 25 


50 


.0203 

t 




Study of cultural 
competencies that can be 
transferred from one cultural 
or multicultural setting to 
another 


133 


145 


^3 

W 

f 


• 63 

* 


' .0000- 

/ 


./ 


Study of specific ethnic 
groups within the^U^S, 


■ 15"4 


132 


20 


56 


.0000 



vAfro American Studies, . v 
flexicanrAmerl can Studies) / '^^ 



-68- 



^70 



I 



Study of^ foreign cultures \ 121 * 163 17* 58 ,0025 



Experiences vhlch prepare education 243 ' . ^7 ' 43 33 i^.OOOO 

personnel to work more effectively 
with minority students 

Experiences which prepare education 182 159 19 58 .00^0 

personnel to teach content from a 
multicultural perspective 

Differences also existed in the two groups' assessment of the educational 

desirability^ of one of these activities. Institutions with provisions for 

9 

multicultural/bilii^ual education were more likely to feel that experiences which • 
prepare education personnel to te^ch content from a multicultural nerspective was 

■ * - / ■ 

educationally desirable than institutions without such provision^. The table 
below .shows the data for this item. ' * . 

■ ' ^ Provisions ' Provisions 

Activity Desirable (3) Not Desirable Besirable X3) Not Desirable P 



Experiences which ' 243 29 7 ^--^^ 44 18 5 .0002 

prepare education , ' ' 

personnel to teach 

content from a . ^ • _ 

multicultural ^ . • ^ 

perspective / , 




Ethnic Stud 



Institutions with provisiolis for multicultural education were more likely 
to have courses. and departments/divisions related to U.S. ethnic groups* 



The following table shows the frequency of responses fix the two groups on* Question 
2,- 'TDoes your .institution offer any courses or have any departments/divisions relaf€ 
to U-*S« ethnic groups (e.g.. Black Studies, Native American Studies)?/'- ^ 



\ Yes ^ L ' 

Provlrtons 243 , 55 . .0016 

/ I 

No Provisions ^ 
Women* s Studies . , . ^ 

Institutions with provisions *f or multicultural/bilingual education were 



Provisions ' 
No Provisions 



Also more likely to have coxirses related to 'women's studies. The 
following table shows the frequency of responses for the two groups on 
question 3. 

Yes No P 

f— ^ 

192 99 .0037 
33 38 

Inservice Programs 

Institutions with provisions fox multicultural/bilingual education 
were more likely to offer inservice programs in multicultural/bilingual 
education as'""an^rLn dependent unit or in coopreration with a local e'^ucation 
agency, teacher center or other agency. The following table show^ the 
frequency of 'responses for the two groups on question 4. 

Yes No P ^ 

* Provisions ^34 160 .0001 

No Provisions 16 61* 

Faculty 

The percentage .of minority faculty in teacher education institutions was 
greater at institutfons with provisions for ^^-pulticultural/bi lingual education 
than for institutions without such provisions. The ethnic/racial background 
of faculty members at different employment levels is shown below as percentage 
of total faculty: 



4 


FULL- 


TIME 


SPLIT- 


-TIME ' 


PART- 


TIME 


* 


Prov 


No Prov 


*Prov 


'No Prov 


Prov 


No Prov 


White Americans 


89.19% 


94.40% 


87.24% 


93.7% 


89.79% 


94.6% 


Black Americans 


' 7.29 


4.50 


6.53 


3.9 


4 5.51 


• 3.3 


Hispanic Americans 


1.83 


.90 


4.80 


• .7 


)2.95 


2.1 


Asian Americans 
1 


• 1.30 


.80 


.87 


1.6 


i .1-12 
















American Indian 














or Eskimo 


.37 


.10 


' -55/ 


■^0- 


.63 


-0- \ 



-70- 
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Excep*^ for split-time faculty raeiabers, the percentage of female- 
faculty members was higher at institutions with provisions for multicultural/ 

bilingual education than for institutions without such provisions. Only at 

the part-time level did females compose near half of the teacher education 

faculty. The parentages of male and female faculty members are shown below 

by employment level and whether or not the institution had provisions ^or 

multicultural/bilingual edu^'ationP* 

FULL-TIME SPLIT- TIME PART-TIME 

^tov No Prov Prov No. Prov Prov No. Prov 

Males 6 7.52% 68.7% ' 70.36% 67.21% 50.94% 54.68% 

Females 32.48 31.3 29.64 

. Differences also ekistecj in the way that the concept of multicultural/ 

bilingusfl education has been fostered among faculty members in the education 

unit, (question 9). The following^, tabl^ lists the activities for faculty ^ 

development, frequency of responses for the two types of institutior^ , and 

the level signif ic4»>:e when P .05: 



32.79 49.06 45.38 



Activity 



MULTICULTURAL ED 
Prov No Prov 
Yes No Yes No 



Professional 169 136 20 

Association Meetings 

Seminars /Symposiums; 109 196 11 



Inservice Training 
for Faculty 



60 245 




oss-Cultiiral Field 104 201 14 
^TExperiences 

Sabbatical(s) for 35 270 2 
Projects Related to 
Multi($iltural/ 
Bilingual' Education 



62 

71 
76 

68 



P .05 
.0000 

.0002 
;0133 

.0045 



Faculty Research 
Grants for Multi- 
cultural Bilingual 
Education .Projects 



Faculty is on Their 
Own with RespectrN^S" 
Multicultural 139 166 

Bl lingual Education 



44 261 3 ^79 



37^. 



45 



BIJ.INGU4L ED 
Prov No Prov 

No Yes No P=.05 



96 209 11 

64 241 ' 6 

27 278 3 

55 250 6 

27 278 2 



.001 



.0071 



71 

7« 
79 

76 .0283 
80 



34 271 



79 



-71- 
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84 221 27 55 



Students 

/ B^sed'on the' figures reported on question 16, institutions without 

provisions for multicultural/bilingual educatiorr have a higher percentage 

of black students in the total institution, in undergraduate education, 

and in graduate education th.ah institutions with such provision!^ The 

percentage of Hispanic, Asian and American Ind'ian or' Eskimo students, on 

the other h^d, is higher in instituti|)ns with provisions. These figures 

^^re'^pfe&ented for the five ethnic/racial groups below as a percentage of 

tt^e total student population at the institution, in undergraduate education , 

* ft 
and in graduate education. 



Total 
Prov 


Institution 
No Prov 


UnderGraduate Ed 
Prov *■ No Prov 


Graduate Ed 
Prov No Prov 


88.27% 


'* §9.59% 


89.77% 


■ 86.52% 


89.05% 


88.09% 


7.64 


7.72 


7.96 


,12.15 


5.59 


10.65 


2.43 


1.88 


2.23 


.89 


2.15 


.54 , 


1.12 


•51 . 


.99 


.26 


2.71 


.62 


.52' 


.19 


.85 


.25 


: .48 


.11 















White Americans 

Black Americans 

iiispanic Americans 

Asian Americans 
* 

American Indiaft)^ 

^Institutiond without profusions for multicultural/biHngual education also 

had a higher percentage ofliffemales in the tdtal institution and graduate 

education programs than institutions Vith 'provision^ . The percentage of students 

|)ased on sex is presented below: ; 

Total Institution Undergraduate Ed Graduate Ed 
Px:ov No Prov Prov No Prov* Prov No Prov 

f 

.'Males " 52.69% 50. 5n' 40.78% 46.78% 43.94% 34.88% 

Females- J^^*^^ ^^'^^ ^^'^^ " ^^'^^ ^^'^^ 

In response to Question 11, "If your ins.titut'ion or education unit main- 
tains data about the employment of the teacher education graduates , please- 



indicate the percentage of those graduates working in the following 
education situations"," a greater percentage of institutions with .provisions 
for multicultural/bilingual education reported grajiuates- in inner^city 
schools and bilingual cjassrooias/schools. A greater percentage of graduates 
from 'schools without provisions, however, teach on American Indian 
reservations. The following table lists the employment situations, the 
institutions with and without provisions that reported students in the 
particular situation, and the percentage of ^11 institutions within that 
grbiip whoSB graduates are in such situations: 



Provisions ^^^p^rovisions 

j^requency Percentage Frequency Percent:age 



^^^Pro^ 

aquency 



I 



Innet City 


66 


21.6 


13 


15.9 




Schools 












Bilingual Class- 


34 


11-r 


5 


6.1 




rooms/Schools 












American Indian 




8.5 


8 ' 


9.8 




Reservations 













J" 



-73- 
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Research and Development 

^ > Significant differences existed on four items in this section^f the 
survey. Institutions with provisions for multicultural/bilingual education 
were more likely to have facility projects related to research in multi- 
cultural education undertaken. The following -table indicates the frequency 
of responses o^^this item in question 18 and the levej. of significance 

Yes #0 ^ P 

Provisions. 68 237 .0083 

No Provisions - 7 73 

Differences were found in the source of support for research activities 
related to multicultural education * Institutions with provisions for multi- 
cultural/bftingual educat^.on were more likely to have support from the college 
or university than institutions without provisions. The following table in- 
dicates the frequency of. responses on this item in quest^^!€n 18b and the level ^ 
of significance found:' . - — I ■ ' 

Yes No P ^ 

, Provisions , -65^ 240 -0132 

No Provisions 7 75 ^ . ^ . 

For both multicultural and bilingual education, significant differences 

were found^for question 19 concerning products produced by menibers of ' the 

education faculty. Faculty members in institutions with provisions were more 

likely to make presentations at practitioner-oriented meetings. The following 

table indicates the frequency of responses on this item and the level of 

significance for both multicultural and, bilingual education. - 

Multicultural BiHn&ual , 

V . Yes ) No ^ . Yes - No . ' ' \ 

Provisions ' / 9D 215 58':.-'?^ ,2«. 

No Provisions • * 9 73 7 . ' 75 / 

p « .0011 P « .0369 



P«.05 



.0011 



Differences were found also on the item in que^ion 19 concerned with faculty 
producing education products for local or regional dissemination in the .area of 
multicultural education. The following table indicates the frequency of responses 
on this item and the level of significance found: 

Yes No Response 

Provisions . 90 215 

No Provisions 9 73 #w 

In the area of research ancTdevelopment few significant differences existed 
between institution with and without provisions for multicultural/bilingual edu-^ 
cation. On only five out of 70 'discrete items were significant differences found. 
General * 

Differences were found between institutions wi-th and without provisions for 
multicultural/bilingual education on four factors in question 20, The responses for 
these factors fell along a continuum from '*major contributing" to "no influence" 
to "major deterrent." Because the frequency of responses in the (4) and (5) cells 
was often less than five, tlie cells at both ends of the continuum were collapsed to- 
gether for this analysis. The four factors for which differences were found on the 
chi square test are reported in the tabl^ below: . 
Faculty Qualified to Teach 



Provisions 
Contri- No Deter- 
bution Inf luence rent 



NO PROVISIONS 
Contri- No Deter- P 

bution Influence rent 



Faculty Qualified to Teach 131 
Multicultural/Bilingual 
Education ^ 

State Education Agency Guide-126 
lines and/ or Regulations Re- 
lated to Multicultuiral/Bilin-* 
' gual Education 

Stafe Legislation Related to 105 

Multicultural/Bilingual 

Education 

University/College Adminis- 134 
tration 



35 



85 



94 



23 



10 



14 



15 



23 



29 



.0001 



.0370 



105 



94 



-75- 



23 



15 



10' 



17 



26 



21 



.0365 



,0278 



All four factors above were more likely to be felt as contributing factots to the 
development of multicultural/bilingual education programs by institutions with 
provisions for multicultural/bilingual. education than by institutions without such^ 
provisions. In all cases, institutions without provisions were more likely to 
feel these factors were of no influence or a deterrent to the development of 
multicultural/bilingual education programs* 

On the question concerning se-rvices desired from AACTE, significant 
differences between the two groups were found on five of the items* These are 
listed in the tabXe below by frequency of responses and level of significance 
for each of the five items. 

Provisions No Provisions P^ 
Yes No Yes 



Publish a.jo\irnal or bulletin 189 116 37 45 .0088 

that informs teacher educators 

of new ideas, approaches, or 

materials in multicultural 

education 

Provide consultation on develop- ^08 197 ^ 19 63 .0497 

ment of proposals and research d 
designs for submission to federal 
agenciel 

Catalogue information about 144 161 28 54 .0467 

funding agencies ta disseminate 
as a directory ' ^ 

Facilitate the disseminati^. 1-86 119 33 49 .0012 

of information about operation- 
ally arid programmatically 
successful multicultural pro- 
grams ' , • ' 

Provide ;a\learinghous' for ^ 164- 141 33 '49 .0403 

inf oihnational, research and 

analytical studies of multi- . • . • 

cultural education * ' * 

ji 

Again, institutions with provisions for D^lticultural/biliT||^l education ar^ 

\ * 

more likely to desire these five services from AACTE than institutions without * 
provisions. 
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Using demographic data about the institutions that responded to the ^ 

survey, the* following • " ^ 

• . 

1. There will be no' difference* between public and private 
institutions on their responses to tiig question in the 
"Survey of Multicultural Education in Teacher Education. 

2. There will be no difference between NCATE accredited ' ^ • 
and non-NCATE accredited institutions on their responses 

to the questions in the "Survey of Multicultural Education 
in Teacher Education." 

3. .Ther^ will be no difference in the responses of institutions 

based on the geographical region of the U.S. in which they 
are^ocated on their resgojaa^ to the questions in the "Survey 
of Multicultural Educcafion in\Teacher Education." 

4. There will be no difference in the responses of institutions 

based on the population of the^city or area in which .they ai5e located 
on their responses to the questions in^the "Survey of Multicultural 
Education in teacher Education." 

5. There will be differ^ce in the responses of institutions based- 
bn the size of the student population for the Institution on their 

' responses to J^e queations in the "Survey of Multicultural Education 
in Teacher Education/*- 

The chi square test of the Social Science Statistical Package was used 
to t^st these nulf hypo these for all items in the survey that had nominal data 
response, and which all respondents were Expected to answer. 202 variables were 
tested for , significant differences in each of th^ five null ^ypothese above. 
The statistical analysis is described ±n greater detail under methodology in the 
first section of this report. 

The null hypotheses was rejected for some variables in each of the 'five 
categories. These differences will' be presented in this section in those same 
five categories; (1) Public and private Institutions; (2) NCATE Accredited and' 
Non-NCATE Accredited Institutions? .(3) Geographical Region of the Institution; . 
(4^ Population of City or Area in which the Institution is located; and (5) 
Size of the Institution. . ^ ' ' 



PUBLIC AND. PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS ... 

■Qje respondents to £his snTvey included 199 public institutions 
or 51.4% of* air thos^responding.- 188 or 46.6% pf the respondents were 
,#from private institutions* Using a'chi sEquare test, differences v^^e 

■ * \ • 

found between some of responses of the two types of institutions at 
p<.05. Significant differences reported here include only .thgse items 
for which there was a frequency of at least 5 in each cell. 

Significant differences in responses were found for 62 different 
' tems on the^ questionnaire. These include fifteen itenH^in the sectiorv 
.ori prq^rajns;^twoj items in the section on ^faculty; ten items in the 
* s(?ction on mapJagement ; twenty-Va:^ items in the section on research and 

in e" items in the general section* These differences 

\ ' 

y sections 'as identified above. 

Programs ReJ^tad to Multicultural Education 

I ~ ~ * . ' . 

The educa/(:iqg^^ffiits an pu^ic institutions were, more likely than 




private instituti(5ns Xo have provisions for six different activities: - 
^'(l) study of' diverse learning Styles r^*||t:ed to ethnic/cultural differences 
and the implications for developing appropriate teaching strategies; (2) 
experiences *which prepare education persbnnel to 'teach content from a mult i- 
cultural perspective;" (3) study of specific ethnic groups within the U»S.; 
(4) Study of linguistic variations and the implications for 'developing 
appropriate teach:^?ig strategies; (5) study^of cultural competencies that 
can, "be transferred from one cultural or multicultural setting to another; 
dnd (6)/ study of Socioeconomics. The^ table b^ow lists th*e' obser^^d frequency 
Of re^^onses for private ancl public instit^utions on que'stion //I conoeming 
provisions for • activitiesj^ related to multT^ultura^ education. An asterisk 
.(*) indicates those activities tor which P<.05^ on the/chi square test; the 



level of significance is shown only for those activities found ^significant . 



169 



161 



• Activity 
• * 

Study of intergroup 
communications and ' 
classroom dynamics 

^ ^ student teaching 

experience i% a school ' 
with students wl^afe 
racially /ethnically 
different from the student 
teachers' 

Experiences which prepare 
education persbnnel to * 
work m'ore effectively 
with minority students 



Study of values .clarif i- 149 
cation 



Public 
Yes No 



153 



Study of the dynamics of 
diverse cultures and tjie 
implications for developing 
appropriate teaching 
strategies 



131 



Study of cultures and 
ethnicity of those groijps 
within the geographical 
* region 'served by the ^ 
education unit, 

*Study of diverse learning 
styles related to ^ . 

cultural difference and the^ 
implications for developing 
appropriate, ^teaching 
strategies 

*Experiences which prepare 
education personnel to - ' 
' teach content from a 
multiculjAiral perspective 



125 » 



123 



113 



Private 
Yes No 



22 



36 



149 



139 



28 



A3 



35 



42 



60 



.133 



134 



106 



45 



44 



71 



r. 



66 



98 



79 



62 



92 



81 



71 



88 



88 



Study ot racism 
, Study of' sexism 



106 
^ 98 



82 
90 



94 
95 



83 
81 



.0139 



.0381 
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*Study: of socioeconomics 



105 



*Study df specifit: ethnic ^103 
groups within the U.S. - 
(i.e., Afro, American 
Studies, Mexican American/ 
Studies) . 

*Study.,of Linguistic 100. 
variations and the impli- \ 
cations for developing 1 
appropriate teaching 

^strategiesii 

^Study of cultural • 84 

' coiupe tencies that can' bjp- • 
transferred from one 
cultural or multicultural 
setting to another 

Study, of forei^ cultures 71' 



75 
83 



75 
71 



9.8 
i05 



.0068 
.C)058 



87 



68 



106 



.0084 



96 




112 



.0455 



113 



67. 



1Q8 



There were no differences found between private and public institution^ 
in their assessment of the educational desirability of these fifteen 
activities. ' 



EtHrilc StucTife" ' ~" - ■ 

> J' 

. Public institutions .were more likely to offer courses or have depart- • 

. ^ J 

ments /divisions related to U.S. ethnic groups (e.g.. Black Studtfes, Native 
^ American Studies) than private institutions. 170 public institutions- responded 

• ' ' ' : > 

"ye&" to this question (no. 2) compared to 123 private institutions. Based on 
a chi square test', a P = .0000 was found. " ^ ' - 



Women's Studies * ^ * . 

Public institutions wefe also more likely to have both courses and 
departments/ divisions related to women's studies than private institutions. 
' 132 public institutions indicated that they hav^ courses compared to 93 
private Institutions^ A P = .0006 was found. In additiqn_, J5_puy,icn^ 
stitijtions have departments /di^visions ^ile 18 private institutions have 



such whicR was significaitt with a P - ,0291. 



Inservlce Programs * , ^ ' 

96 'pxiblic ihsltitutior\s provide inserv^e programs in multicultural/ 
bilingual education while 52 private institutions" provide such inservice' 

i 

programs. Using the chi square test, a P =» .0000 was found* Again public 
ins titfutiopf^were^ more likely than private institutions to offer multi- 



cultuj^/bi lingual" e<4Qcati on through inservice programs. 



Provisions for Bilingual Education * - ' 

Public institutions were more likely to have provisions for bilingual 
education Ifhan private institutions . *The following table shows the 
frequency of responses foa: ways in which bilingual education is addressed 
in the ediio^tion unit of these two types of institutions as well as the 



7 ^ 

level of jsignif icance when P^.&S: 



Component in 
Foundations Course (s^ 

Component in 
Methodology Coursfe(s) 

ViBg^ox Emphasis in 
Course (s) ^ 

, Major or Speciali- 
zation Offered 



Minor or Supplementary 
Offered* ^ 

Department/Division 




Yeg -No ' 
30,' 158 



P=.05 



.0357 



50 ■ 149 
33 . 166 



39 160 
35 164 
21' 178 



35 
13 
17 

I 



i53. 

175- 

171 

173' 

181 



.0054 



.6050 



,0077 



.0166 



'Although less than 100 institutions had any of the above provisions 



for bilingual education programs, public institutions were' more llkely to 



provide bilingual a^ucation programs than private institutions. \ 



- -Faculty • ^ . 

A significant difference between public gnd private uns.titutions was 

found on two items in the section' on faculty. In' the are.a of faculty 

» ■» 
development, the faculty meinbers at public institj^tions were more likely 

to receive- fk culler ese'^arch grants for b^th multicultural and bilingual 

education projects than faculty membeijs froziwpr4.vate institutions. The ''. 

following table indicates the responses on this item for both multi- 

cultural and bilingual education: 

Public ' ' Private 

• Yes No Yes No P 

Multicultural Ed 32 167 15 V3 - .0224 

Bilingual -£d • 2T 172 10 178 .0097 ^_ 

'Although faculty research grant^in either^ulticultucal or bilingual 

education were not often used by education iHiits to foster the concept of 

multicultural/bilingual ejducaAon, they were more likely to be used in 

, " - <j 

pijb^llc " chaff "prtvate~liTsrlttitlon'5. ^ ^- ' — } . ' 

Mana^fement 

Differences existed in the ways in which multicultural/bilingual 

education activities- within the ei^ucatipn unit. were ^ither d^velo^ed or 

controlled/monitored.. Public institutions were moA ^kely.to develop 

'these programs by two means listed in question IS.V The responses for thes 

4 \ 

items are listed below with the frequency responses^^and the level of 
significance when'P£.05:. , - 



/ 



Public Pj:4.yate . \ 

Yes F?o - - Yes ^ Ho ^ ?.^05 



.^By a college or institution- A2 157 28 160 . 

vidk c^irriculum commi-ttee ' . 

"By a person responsilJle 50 149" * 3^^ 154 

directing/coordinating multir * \ 
cultural/biling^al educa-tion 



By each department/,program ' 87 112 , 13j^ .0088 

within the education unit ^ " » , 

having the prerogative to * ' . 

develop its own multicultural ^ 
education programs * ^ 

By a consortium with other 17 182 12 176 ^ 

colleges, school districts, 

and other agencies * 

By cooperative planing with 50 149 • ^ ..25 .1^ .0049 
local education agencies ^ , ' ' . ^ 9 ^ 

By cooperative planning with 11 188 , 10 178 

teacher organizations • ^ . . 

The multicultural/bijlingual education programs are also more likely to 

be monitored by a college or institution-wide curriculm committee in public' 

institutions than ip private,J^titutions . The' f plowing table indicates the 

responses to that idpm: . ^ • 

Public Private 
Yes No Yes No P 

t * 

By colle ge or ingtitutiop- ^ „ „ ^ ^ fH^^ 

wide" curriculum~"cbmiaitTee " '47 152 15T "70(J?1" 

On question 14 respondents indicated from where the financial support 

for multicultural/bilingual programs comes. Again there V^re differences - , 

between public and private institutions on the* respon*ses . The e'ducation 

unit was more likely 'to provide support fo^ public institution than private 

institutions for both multicultural and bilingual education programs. For 

bilingual' education programs support from U.S. O.K. was more likely in 

/ 

public than private institutions. The freq<iency of resp.cxises for these 
sources and the l^el of significance are provided in the following table:" 

^ . Pu{)lic Private' 
' ^ [ Yes No . , Yes Np £^ 

Hulticultura3r ■ ■ \ 

Education Unit , . 98 X^t \ , . 67^ 121 ^ .009-3 ' 



Bilingual Education . • ; 

Education Unit 57 142, 31 157 .0063 

U.S.O.E. 28 171 12 176 ^ .0206 

Differences were found betve:€n~"p'i^lic' and private institutions and 

■ ^ 

the tyoes of resources utilized by faculty and students in the implemen- 
tation oif multicultural/bilirigual education programs. Public institutions 

/ . ' . , ~ ' 

were. feore likely to us'e (1) a center for ethnic studies/or multicultural 
e4ucatioii:/c^ bilingual "t^ucation; (2) textb??oks related to multiculturaj 
education^ (3) ethnic agencies/organizations; and (4) cooperative programs 
wifh public or private schools that have a multicultural s»tudent population 
"Sie. following table shows the frequency of ^jesponses for both types of 
institCitioiis*, 

Resources Public Private . 

, Ye6 No , Yes No J^*^^ 

Center for Ethnic Studies/ 46 153 , 24 164 ^ ;0120 

HuItlcmiuraL lEaucationy- r ^^^. 7 

. . Bilingual Education * , « ' 

Textbooks ' ' 131 58 82 106 ^ ,0000 

^ Ethnic Agencies/ '^"^ 72 127 ' 46' 142 - .0168 

Organizations 

Cooperative programs . • , 

with public or private ^ ' 

schools 'that Have ^ • ' , ' ^ 

multicultural student ^ . 

' population 76^ ^ 123 , 52- 136 . .0364 



Rese^ch and Development . 

differences were^found between piibRc and private insbitutions on , 
several items in the section on research and development. On question 18 
public institutions were more likely to have four 'types of research activity' 
for ly>th% multicultural and bilingual education. as shown in the following 



table: 



Public - Private / 
Multicultural Education -Yes No Yes , Jfo / i; .05 



Master Theses 


34 


165 


11 


177 


.0010 




25 


1 

174 


6 


182- 


.0013 


Faculty Projects 


54 


•145 




•16^ ' 

% V 

179\^ 


.0001 


Sponsored Research 


' .31 


-168 


'9 . 


.0009 


Special Institutes 


19 


180 


10 ■ 


^178 j 

\ 




Bilingual Eduoation 












Master Theses 


23 


176 


10 


178 , 


.(5440 


Doctoral Dissertations 


22 


177 


6 


a 82" 


.0053 


Faculty Projects ' /. 


36 


163 . 


12 


176 


.0008 


Sponsored Research^ 


18 


181 


6 


I82' - 


.0296 


^ * 
^Special Institutes 


15 


184 


7 


■ Ifil 





The nature of the research undertaken by the education imits of public 
and private institutions also differ^^ Faculty members in public institutions, 
were more likely tq conduct research rented to multicultural education in 
the area of social/cultural processes ^instructional processes; and culturally- 
biased tests. Graduate stud&nts of public institutions were more likely to 
do research' related to multicultui;al education in the area of- instrudtldti^l 



processes. The table with the frequencies and level of significance for 

the research activities related to multicultural education where differences 

were found to be significant on the chi square test follows: 

^ * 



^ Public Private 

Faculty Research Yes No Yes ^ No 



On Social /Cultural 32 167 15 173 t> .0224 
Processes \ 

On Instructional 34 165 13 175 .0037 

^^^^^Fj?<^esses ' - » % * 

k On Culturally-Biased *■ 17 182 6 182 .0444 



Tests and Other Measure- 
ment Instruments In- 
fluenced by ^Cultural 
Differences 



Graduate Research 



On instructional '22 17.7 '9 ^ 179 . ,0373- 

Processes 



Both faculty members and graduate students at public institutions are 
likely to conduct research related to bilingual education, in the area of 
instructional processes, '^h^^ were no differences found in the research 
undertaken by faculty and graduate stutjents in all pther areas listed in 
the survey. The^ one significant difference found Is reported in^ the table^ 
b^low: ^ ^ * ' . « 

Public ^ Private. . * - . 

Faculty Research - * Yes No ' Yes .No - 
■ ^ 

' On Instructional ' 23 176 " 7 181 .0P71 

Processes * - 



Graduate Research \ ^ v 



On Instructional • 28 '171 5 180 _^ .0016- 

Processes* . . 



In the. area of support for research in multicultural/bilingual , 

'education (question 186) a significant difference existed on one item. 

Support was more likely to come from the college 6r university itself 

»* * ' * * 

in public than in private ir^sfftutions * The following table shows, the 

frequency of responses and level of si^ificance for this^item: 



Pub lip 



Multicultural Education Yes ^ No 



College or University 54 145 



Private ^ 
Yes No 

18 170. 



•0000 



Bilingual Education 



College or University 



36 163 



13 ' 175 



.0016 



• Significant differences were found on ten of the items in question 
19 which asked abqut the products ptoduced by member of the education 
unit related to multicultural/bilingual education. The faculty members 
»of ptiblic institutions were more likely to produce products in both 
multicultural and bilingual education. The following table shows the 
frequency of responses for both types of institutions and tKe level of 
significance when P •OS* The first section of the, table iudicates products 
for multicultural education specifically; the second section indicates. ^ 
those sjfecifically for bilingual education*. . . J 



; ^ Public 
Multicultural Education Yes No 



Publications in Practi- 69 * 130 
tior^er-prieiited Journals 

Pre^eiLtfation^^t Practi- 17 182 
ti one r-0 r i p^S^^e e t ings 

Publii$atl/)n iftr^ 28 171 

Oriented Jodhnals 



Private 
Yes • No 



30 



14 



158 



L82 



174 



P_. 05 
.0000 

.0444 



-87^• 



Presentations ♦at Research- 34 165 
Oriented Meetings 

Publications iii Books 42 157, 

Educational Products for* 24 yl75 

Local or Regional 
Dissremination * 

Educational Products for .91* 1^0 
National Dissemination 



14 
7 



179 

174 ' 

,181 

r 

182 



.0002 

.0002 
.0046 



Bilingual Education 

Publications -In Practi- 
-tioner Ori-ented Journals 

Presentations at Practi- 
tioner-Oriented Meetings 

' Publications in Rese'Scch- 



Oriented Journals 



Presentations at Research- 
Oriented Meetin|s 

Publications in Books 

■Eti^catttmal. Products for 
Local/Re.gional Dissemination 

Educational Products' for 
Nationals Dissemination 



22 

47 

1.3 
20 

26 
32 

22 



177 



179 



173 
167 

177 



184 * 



7 * 
9 



181 
179 

181 




.0X2 8 



.0019 
.0006 

.0109 



^Thus', it appears tha\ mpre research related to multicultural/bilingual 

. / 

edu'cjati^jh was undertaken in the education units of public than in private 
institutions. Faculty members ij^public institutioiYs were also more likely 



to prpduce products for mulj:icultural/bdlingual education. 



Genewl • * 

~- — ^ * ■ • ^ i • . 

In two areas differences existed betiween public and private in- 
Stitutions &n the factors felt to contributjfe or deter the development of 
multiculti^al/bilingual'education. The availability of federal and state 
funds contributed more to the development' and implementation of" such 
programs^ at 'public "than private institutions. The availability of state 'funds 

/t88- 



both cpntributed and deterred the development and implementation of these 
programs more for'public than private institutions- Private institutions 
were more likely to feel, that state funds had mo'' influence on these ^ 
programs. The chart IJelow shows the frequency of responses for these items 
and the level of significance fot each. 

♦ 

Contribution No Influence Deterrent P 
Factor Priv Pub Priv ^ Pub Priv Pub . 

Avaiability of ^ 22 ' 51 59 55 '50 .47 .0064 

federal funds 

inability of ' 15 37 ^ 61 50 50, U < .0069 

state funds 

" * Public institutions also were more likely to feel that AACTE should 
provide certain services related to multicultural education than private 
institutions. -The services listed on the survey are shown b^low with the 
frequencies of responses from public and private institutions. The value 
of the significaat difference is also shown. 

' AACTE Services r Public ^ Private P. .05.. 

~ ' Yes ^No Yes No * 

Pub lish' i ,jouJ:nai^'bf" bulletin^ 119 80 107 81 
' that^iiyorms Xaacher educators ' , - 

of new ideas, apprpaches, or * 
materials in multicultural 
education - ' * ^ 

Stimulate researqh and** <^ S3 116 46 142 ^ .0005 

analysis on varibus aspects 

of multicultural education ^ * . \ 

through covenin^' task forces ' 

,^ovide consultation on 82 117 45 143, .0005 

development of proposals - ^ ^ \ j 

*^ and research designs for , • ' . *" ^ }^ 

submission to federal ** ^ ^ 

^ agencies ; 



j.-^ ... ■ ^ 



* Catalogue' information about ^ -"lOi ^.97" 70 118 -0075 
funding agencies to_* disseminate . , ^ 
' as 4 directory , ' , 

FaciHtate the disseminatl^on 126 73 92' ' 96^ .0118 
of information about * • V ^ ' 

operajiionally and programmati- 

cally successful multicultural * * ^ 

^ programs 

Maintain a 'consultative service 90 - 109 ' 54 \.i3A < ,,0011 
on multicultural' teacher . ^ ' 

education that can match; 
expertise to needs at all ^ 

levels % » . * * 

Convene national dr regional 86 113 63 125 
meetings bn multicultural > , ' ^ 

educatic>n ^ ' - 

Provide a clearinghouse for ^ 110 89 86' 102 
information, research and , • . ^ 

*' analytical studies of 
multicultural education 

Cimduct research and . 69 130 ^ 39 " 149^ .0033 

analytical studi es of multi- 
cultural education " ' ^ 

Provide information about 9? 102— —72- ^116 ,0^0 

federal and state 

legislation ' / * ' 

NCATE ACCREDITED AND NON- NCATE ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS 

The majority of the^ institutions that responded to the survey w^re 
t 

'NCATE-accredited, 273 ins^titutioHs were accredited; IW were not 
accredited by NCATE. Differences between these two types of institutions 
were found on 25 different variables in the survey. Eight of these 
differences occured in t^ie section ori programs; three in faculty; six 
in mahagement; four in research and development; and four in the general 
section. • \' ' ' 



Programs Related 'to .Multicultural Education 



On the first question about^ecific activities for which the . 
education unit has provisions, differences were observed for five different 



-90- , .\\f 



Activities* NCATE-accredited institutions were tnore^ likely to have these 
five acti^ties than non-accredited Institutions. The following table 
shows the five activities, the frequency of responses for both types of 
institutions, and 'the' level of significance*. • , 

S. Activities * Accredited Nqn Accredited 

lO Yes- 




Study of Values » 208 

^Clarification 

Study 'of 'diverse learning 16J( 
styles related to ethnic/ 
cultural difference and 
the implications -for 
" developing appropriate * : 
teaching strategies^ 



No 


Yes ' 


No 


P 


• 

52 




34 ' 


.02"'89 


91 


51 


52 


.0136 



ERIC 



.Study of radLsin ' ' 152 # 108. ' 48 57 " .0358 

Study oj^ cultures and 16^9 92 54- " 54 ' *0151 r 

ethnicity of tl\ose ' ^> . . - * ^ 

groups within ttfe ' ^ \ ^ \' 

^geographical region 1^ , ^ ' / ^ ^ * 

served by the education / ' . » 

.unxt' ' - t 



- Experiences which pre- 152 ^ 103 , - 49 * ^ 56 ,0331 

pare education personnel 

to teach qontent from a, " - . 

multicultural perspective * , i ^ 

• ' ' ■ r -S 

Ethnic Studies 



Accredited ^institutions were more likely to ¥iave courses *qnd depart- - 

;ments related to (J-S. ethnic groups th-an 'rion-accredited institiftigns , 222 

accredited institif^ij^^ have such- courses^and/or departments while only 71 

non-accredited institutions hay^ them as can be seen in the"'following table: 

^ r ^ " Yes' - No P' ' '. 

Accredited ' ' 222 47 < .0011 

X ■ . . ) , . - 

Non-Accredited - , - 71 ^— 36 ' * 
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Women's Studies 

170 of the accredited institutions reported that they have courses 
related to women's studies. 55 non-accredited institutions, on the other' 
hand, have women's studies courses. The responses to th|is question are 
shown in the following table:^ ' . * 

Yes No P 



Acctedited 170 89 .0407 ' 

Non-Accredited 55 48 ^ ' 



Provisions for Bilingual Education 

On question 5 concerning how inulticultural/bilingual education were 
addressed in the institution's education unit, a difference existed for 
one item. Accredited institutibns were more likely to have provisions for 
bilingual education as a majof emphasis in courses than non-accredited in- 
stitutions. The following table shows the respons,es to. that it^m., 

■ ' ' * ' It Ye£ No P 

.Accredited 39 234 .0371 

Non-Accredited 7 107 

Faculty . . ^ * ' 

f \ 

In the section on faculty, differences existed in the ways in which 

the concept of multicultural/bilingual education has been fostered among 

• , ' 1 

faculty members *in the education unit. Faculty members in NCATE-accredited 

* ' '1 

institutions were more likely to learh about multicultural edtication^ 1 

' . \ 

through professionalj^ssociation meetings and faculty research grants than 
n,on-accredited institutions. Faculty members in NCATE-accrfidited institution^ 
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were also more likely to have faculty research grants fqr bilingual 
education than non-accredited institutions. This data is reported' in the 
following table: . ^ • / , 

Accredited ^ Non-Accredited . P 



Yes *N'o Yes No 



Multicultural Educatioh 



ProfessionaJ/ Association 143 130 46 * 68 .040*7 

Meetings 

Faculty Research Grants 42 231 5 ' lt)9 ' .0044 

Bilingual Education 

Faculty Research Grants 32. -2 41 5 109 .0406 

Management 

* 

Differences were found on one item in question 13' concerning the 
ways in which multicultural/bilingual education activities within the 
education unit were developed and controlled/monitored. Accredited in- 
stitutions w^re more likely to have programs developed by each department/ 
program within the education unit using tfteir own prerogative^ to develop 
such programs^ The frequency of responses and the level, of significance 

^re reported in the foAowing table: 

f 

Accredited ^ 113 160 .0118 

- Non-Accredited ' 31 83 ' ^ 

i ' 

For multicultural education programs in the edlication unit, 

f i$ * - 

accredited institutions were more likely to use^ university sources for 

funding the multicultural education program in addition to the funds 

available through. the education unit it-self. On the question about 



financial support ^for multicultural/bilingual education programs 
(question 14), this was the only difference found. The following table 

shows the responses for the item, "Other University Sources." 

/ 

• • . Yes No^ _p_ 

Accredited 43 "230 ,0315 » 

Non-Accredited 8 106 

On question 15 concerning resources utilized by faculty an'd students 
in the implementation of multicultural/bilingual education, accredited in- 
stitutions were more likely than non-accredited institutions to have some 
of the, resources. The following table shows the resources listed for this 
question, the frequency of responses for both types of institutions, and 
the level of signified ce when ?^05. 



Resources ^ Accredited ^ Non-Accredited 

^ Yes No Yes No 



Center for Ethnic Studies/ 54 210 ^ 16 98 
Multicultural Education/ 
Bilingual- Bicultural 

-Education ^ ^ * - 

'textbooks ' , . '% 162 111 51 63 .0117 

Ethnic agencies/ ^ 90 183 28 ,86 

organizations ^ - . ^ ' 

^ • 

Consultants' who are not part 103* -170 '29 85 ' .0273 

of the university faculty- ' / ^ . 

Coopera|ive programs' with . 95 178 33 81 
public Or private schools \ , ' ^ 

that hav6 a multicultural , 
student population 

Cooperative programs wi^th 98 175 '26- 88 ' .0166 

public or private schools j . ^ i 

that have a ^student popu- * y 
lation with ' different *f 
ethnic backgrounds than 
the majority of students 
in the ^teacher education ' 
program. 
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Studefft experiences in • 130 143 " 33 81 .001 

cultural settings different '^ 
than that of the' teacher 
education student 

Community-based program as 91 ' 182 28 86 

some phase of the student's ' , 

work • ' ' ' 



Research and Development 

Differences existed on some of the items in three of the questions 
in this section of the survey: types of research activities, support for 
research, and products produc^\^^b^^ m^bers in the education unit- 

NCAyE-accreditj&d institutions were more likely -to have research activities 
t^^ bilingual education carried out through faculty projects. The followilig 
table shows the frequency of responses for this item: 



Yes No 
W "B* 



Accre^iited 42 231 .0098 

Non-accredit"ed 6 t 108 

Accredited institutions were mo^e likely to .receive support fr 



cm 



the college or^ university . for research activities in both multicultural 
and bilingifel education than non-accredited institutions, Freq^iiency of 
responses .^and the level of sigfUficance based on the chi square test are 
Indicated below for support from the college, or imiversity. * 

. Accredited ^ Non-Accredited 
Yes ' No Yee - No P 



Multicultural 'Education 60 213 12 102 .0126 

Research * * n 

Bilingual Education ' 4^ 230 ' . 6 ' 108 .GK)78 

ResearcSf , ^ : f ^ - 



Faculty members at accredited institutions were also more likely 
to make J) re sen tat ions onj^liagual -education at practitioner-oriented 
meetings than their counterparts at non-accredited institutions • 



Frequency 


of responses for that 


item tare 


reported 


in the following 




» ^able: 
















Yes 


No 


P . 






Accredited 


54 


219 


.0225 






Non-Acpredited 


11, 


*103 







General 



Differences between accredited and non-accredited institutions 

existed for one of the fourteen factors listed in question, 2(J as 

contributing or deterring factors in the deyelopment an^ implementation 

of multicultural/bilingual education. AccT*^dited institutions were more 

/ 

likely to feel that^ faculty ^qualified to teach multicultural/bilingual 

i i 

education was either a contributing or deterring factor, Non-accr§dited j<r 
institutions were more likely to feel that it had no influence* 



The following table shows the frequency of responses and level of 
significance for this factor:/ * 



Accredited » 
N on - A cc re di t^ d 



C6ntributin^ No Influence Deterrent P 

108 29 93 .0289 

33- 21 30 



ERIC 
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Accredited ^d non-accredited institutions also differed on three 
o£ the* services that they would like to see AACTE provide to assist them 
in the planning, developing, and implementing of multicultural education 
programs. Those services where differences were found on the cjii sg^uare 
test are indicated ^in 'the following table; 



AACTE Services , Accredited Non-Accredited 

Yes No Yes No P 

Fa,cilitate the Dissemination 165 108 54 60 ,0243 

of -information about 

operationally anjj^ programa- * / ^ 



trically successfal multi-- 
cultural pj;pgrams 

Maintaiiv^a^'WsUltative ^ 113 160 31 83 .0118 

Service on jnulti cultural ^ , , 

teacher e<Iucation that can ^'-9 

match expertise 'to needs at ^ ^ . . > 

all levels 

Provide a clearinghouse 118 155 31 83 .0045 

for informational, 

research and analytical! ^ 
studi'es of multicultural 

education ^ , m . 

As can be observed from the table, accredited institutions a r^" more 
likely to desire the provision of these three services thaji non- 
accredited ins-titutions. 

« 

GEOGRAPHICAL REGION OP THE >I^^STITUTI0N J 

The 387^ institutions that responded to the survey were located in 
Various geographical regions of the United States. For this analysis, the 
U.S.^^d its territories were divided^into five regional areas as follows: 

1, Northeast inciuded the states of Hain't, New Hampshire, Vermont^_ New' 
. 'York, Pennsjrlvanfa, Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, New 

jersey, Delaware, Maryland, and .the District of Columbia; 

2. Southeast included West Virginia, Virginia, North Carglina, South 
Carolina, Kentucky, Tennessee, Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and. Ark'ansas t . ^ — 



/ 



3*^ The Midwest included Ohio, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin*, 
Illinois, Missouri, Iowa, North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and 
Kansas; , 

4. Southwest included Oklahoma, Texas, New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and 
Arizona, ' , - 

5. West included Wyoming, Montana, Idaho, Washington, Oregon, Nevada, 
' California, Alaska and, Hawaii. 

Of the 387 responding institutions, 17.3 percent werfe from the Northeast; 

23.3 percent from the Southeast; 39.5 percent frofti the Midwest; 10.3 per- 

< 

cent from the Southwest; and 8.0 percent from the Weat, 

.Significant differences \in responses were found for 31 different items 
on the questionnaire. These included twelve items in the section ^on programs 
four items in the section on faculty; eight items, in the' section oa marfage- 
ment ; three items in the section on research and develbpment*; and four items 
in the general section. These differences are reported by the area in the 
following section. . ' , - * 

Programs Related to Multicultural Education 

* 

Institutions in the West were more likely to have certain activitj.es, 
related to 'multicultural education than any other region,- For the six. 
activities for which a significant difference was found, institutions in 
the West were always more likely to have those activities. Institutions 
in the Southwest were also more likely to have provisions fey. (1) the 
study of the dynamics of diverse cultures and the implications for 
developing ap^opria^e teaching strategies and (2) the study ^ot linguistic 
variations and the implications for developing appropriate teaching 
strategies than those in the Midwest, Northeast ,^ ^d'Southeast. For the 
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variable, "study 6f foreign cultured," the Northeast and West 
more likely t^have that provision than those in other regions of the 
country. On two of the variables dnstitutions in the Southwest were more 
Ukely not to have provisions than any other region. These were the (1) 

study of foreign cultures and (2) study of socioeconomics. Institutions 

• ■ 1 - " • 

m tfie Midwest were more likely not to have provisions for the study of 
linguistic variations and the implications for developing appropriate 
teaching strategies than any crther regioi\. The following table reports 
the six v^iables from question 1 'for which significant differences were 
found: 



Northeast Southeast Midwest Southwest West P 
Yes No Yes ^ No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

Study of the 38 U 47 38 94/ 51 -31 8 24 5 .0177 

dynamics of diverse J 
cultures and the " * 
implications for 

^* developing appro- ' • * - 

priate teaching 
strategies 

« 

Study of linguistic 31 29 ^39 45 53 91 23 16 18 10 .0168 
variations and the * 
implications for 
developing appro- 
priate teacRing ^ . ' ^ 
strategies 

' Study of Sexism 33 29 36 49 86 '60 16 21 20 8 .0251 

Study of cuUural 22 ^7 2 7 57 58 84 19 ' 18 17 10 .0390 
competencies that 



t 



can be transferred 
^rom one^ cultural* ' 
or multicultural 
Lng-^to another 



iidy of foreign 29 27 33 55 55 91 l' 31 13 13 .0163 
Ltures 



Study of socio- 
economics 



29 



26 47 39 68 75 12. 2 4 19 8 ,0457 



There ^were no significant differences found in whether courses related 
to. U,S, ethnic groups were available, in institutions located in different^ 
regio^^ of the country,* ' - . . 

Women's Studies, 

Institutions in the West were more 'likely to have courses in ' women*' 
studies while those in* the Southeast were more likely to not have such 
cdurses. The frequency of responses for the first part of question 3 are 
reported in "the table below: 



Northeast 
Southeast 
Midwest 
Southwest 
West • 



Yes 

, 42 
41 
97 
19 
21 



No 

21 
45 
46 
16 
8 



.0151 



Inservice Programs » 

Insti^tutions in the West and Southwest were moire likely to provide 
inservice programs related to multicultural/bilingual education while 
those in the Southeast and Midwest were more likely to not provide such 
prbgrams. The following table summarizes the frequency of responses to 
question 4: ' * ' 





Yes 


No 


P 


Northeast 


27' 


35- . 


.0002 


Southe'ast 


29 


59 




Midwest 


47 


100 • 




Sojuthwest 


• ■'25 


14 




West 


19- 


11 





Provisions *for Bilingual Education^ 

Significant differences were found for four items in question 5 
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concerned with how multicultural/bilingual education is being addressed 

within the education unit, Institutions in the West were more 'likely 

have provisions for bilingual education as a component ±n foundations 

courses, as a component in methodology courses, as a major emphasis in 

courses, and as a minor or supplementary, Instituti»ons in thB Southeast 

are the least likely to have provisions for bilingual education in the 

four areas listed ^above. Institutions in the Midwest are also more likely 

to not have provision^ for ^lingual education as a maj or emphasis in 
f 

courses than institutions in the West, Nortjieast, and Southwest. The 

•i 

frequency of responses and level of significance^when P5,05 for the bi- 
lingual education part of question 5 are presented below: 

NorJtheast Southeast >5idwest Southwest West P 
Yes N'o Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 

. Component in 16 ' 51 13 77 * IT 126 11 29 12 19 .0306 

Foundations 

Component In ^ 20 47 7 83 32 121 11 29 13 18 ,0003 
Methodology 

V 

Maj.pr Emphasis 13 54 5 85 9 144 9 . "^1 9 22 .0000 
in bourses 

Major or '17 50 2 ^ 13 140 12 • 28 12 19 

Specialization 

Minor or 8 59 7 83 16 137 'lO^ 30 9 22 .0045 

Supplementary 

I * 

Department/ - 3 64 0 " 90 . 12 141 10 -50 3 28 

Division ' * * . 



Faculty 

^ On the question of faculty development activities for multicultural/ 
bilingual education (question 9) , four significant differences existed. In 
Institutions in the West and Southwest professional association meetings 



\ 



' ' ' * 

were moVe' likely to be- used to foster the concept of multicultural ^ ' i 

education among facultj^ members than in other regions. Institutions^in 
the Northeast were more^likely to* not Use the professional association 
'meetings as a means t»hao in other regions. - , 

In institutions in the Southwest professional association meetings 
were more likely to be used to foster the concept of bilingual eduication 



among' faculty member^ than in^ other parts of the country. Institutions 
in the Southeast were mo-re imlikely to not use this means than those in 
other regions of- the country. For^ fostering the coAcept of bilingual 
education among faculty members, institutions in the West were mope likely 
to use seminars/symposiums than those in other regions. Institutions in 
the Southwest and West were more likely to use cross-cultural field 
experiences for this purpose than thgse in other regions. Institutions in 
the Southeast were more likely to not use seminars /symposiums and cross- 
cultural field experiences than those in other regions. 

The' following table sunmarizes the frequency of responses for the 
items in question 9- where signific^t differences were found on the dii 
square test: , \ 



Northe&st Southeast - Midwest Southwest West 

Yes No Yes No Ye^g^No Yes ' ' No Yes No P 

Multicultural Ed — ^ 

Professional As- 25 42 39 51 79 74 25 15 19 ;12 .0399 

sociation Mtgs. ^ \ 

Bilingtoal Ed ^ * * * 

Professional As- 20 '^47 9 81 42 *111 21 '19 14 17 .0000 

sociation Mtgs/ \" 

Seminars/ 17 50 . 7 83 21 132 12 28 '12 19 .0001 
Symposiums • * * ' 

Cross-Cultural 13 54 8 82 21 132 11 29 8 23 .0301 
Field Experiences 
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Management . . " * . ' 

Si-gnificant differences were found on three items in question 13 . 
con^tning the ways in which the multicultural/bilingual education 
activities within the education unit are developed and controlled/ 
monitored. Programs in the West were more iikely to be developed by (1) 
a person responsible for directing/coordinating the multicultural/bilingual 
efforts and (2) cooperative planning with local education^ agencies than in 
other regirons. Such programs were also more likely to be controlled/monitored 
by a person responsible for directing/coordinating the multicultural/bilingual 
efforts in institutions in the West than in other regior\s. For each of these 
three items, ^the programs were more likely to not be developed or controlled/ 
monitored by a person who coordinated the program or by cooperative planning 
witlj local education agencies in^ institutions in the Southeast than aay other" 
region. The following table reports, the data related to the three items that 
were found to be' significant : 

t «. 

^ Northeast Southeast Midwest Southwest West 
I ' Yes ^ No Yes No Yes _ No Yes No Yes^ No P 

Developed By ^ 

^ A person IT 50 ' 8 82 29 124 15 , 25 13 18 ,0001 

responsible for - ' ^ - ^ , * . - 

directing/ 
coordinating the 
program 

Cooperative 18 49' 10 8Q -23 130 11 29 11 20 .0044*. 

planning with ' " - ' 

local education ' ' ^ 

agencies - * * 

Controlled/ ' ' • . " 

K Monitored By 

A person 12 55 ' 7 83. 30 234 8 32 12 19 . ,0035 

responsible for 

directing/ * ^ ^ ' . 

coordlnatln 
: the^ program 
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Instft'Utions in the Southwest were more likely to receive financial, 
^support for ^ -bilingual education p rograms from .the education 
unit than institutions in any other part of;the country. Institutions ir^ 
the Southeast wfere mdre "^likely to not receive the financial sypport frok . 
the' education unit than those in other parts pfv. the country. The frequency 
of responses for tiie "only item in question 14 for which a significant^ 
'"difference exist^dyare* recorded in the following table: 





Yes 


' No 


_p_ 


Ndrtheast;' 


23 \ 


44 


.."0002 ' 


Southeast 


9 


81 




Midwest 


36 


123 




Southwest 


16- 


- 24 




West 


10 ' 


21 






V 







Question 15 asked the respondent to indicate fche>4^ourci». utilized 
by faculty and/or students in the implementabion-of multi^ultural/bilir^ual 
education programs. There were significant differences JTetween regions in ' 
which the institutions' are^located on four of the resources listed in this ^ 
question. . ~ 

Institutions in'the West and Southwest wer^'ipbre likely to have a 
Center for Ethnic Studies, Multicultu'^al Educa^tion,^.and/or Bilingual 
Edu'cation than institutions in the other three regions . Institutions in the 
Southwest were also more likely* to have textbooks related to multicultural/ 
bilingual education and to utilize consultant who are not part ofiLthe 
university faculty. Institutions ift the Weat were more likely to utilize 
ethnic agencies and organizations &\an those in other regions. Institutions 
in the Southeast and Midwest were more likely to not have textbooks related 
to multicultural/bilingual education than those in. other regions. In addition, 
institutions in the Southeast were more likely to not utilize ethnic agencies 
and organization or consultants Who are not part of the university faculty 



than those in Vther regions. The data for these fouritem^is reported 
in the following charp^ 

7 

\Northeast ^p^thea3t Mi(3west Southwest' West 

No Yes ' * No* Yes No Yes No Yes No E 

'v Center for 10' 57 11 79 15 128 13 27 11 2 ,0056 

ethnic Studies, ^ 

etc, ' ' ^ r 

Jextbpoks 38 29 44 46 75 78 31 9 22 9 .0046 

Ethnic Agencies . 26 . 41 16 ' .74 41 112 17 23 17 14 ,0003 

Consultants .24 ^ 43 20 70 50 103 23 ' 17 15 16 ,0011 

Research and Development ^ -v 

Significant differences were ^found for three items in thi's section, * 
Master theses and faculty projects were more likely to be undertaken' for 
research activities in mj>ilti cultural 'education i n institutions in the We^t 
than in any*other rfegion. Institutions 'in the Southeast were more likely * 
. not to use master theses aftd faculty proje As for multicultural education 
rese'arch than other ar^as of the country. The following table shows the / 
items in question 18 for which significant differences existed: 

4 , 

^Northeast Southeast Midwest Southwest West 

> Yes No Yes No Yes Nq^' Yes No Yes No ^ P 

^ Multicultural Ed ~ ' ~ 

Master Theses 7 60 ^ 7 83 15 138 7 33 9 22 ,0160 ' 

' Faculty^Projects '11 56 12 78 28 125 13 27 11 20 ,0175 

For question 19 concerning the -types of multicultural/bilingual products 
produced by faculty members in the education unit,' a significant difference 
was found for qne^ item only. Faculty members in institutions located in the 
West and Southwest were more likely to m^ke presentations on bilingual "education 



at practitionei^-oriented meetings than fa^culty 'tnembers from any other 



region. 



Faculty from institutions in the Southeast were more,. Jikely to not make^such 

presentations than those from othe.r regions. The follpwing table shows the 
' . • ' - . - ' 

frequency of responses for this one item: 
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■ ^ 

Yes * No 

• * • 

northeast ^ 13 54- .0004 

Southeast ^ ' 5 85 

Midwest ' 24 129 

Southwesj:, 13 27 

West^ - 10 21 ^ 



General , ^ 

-Significant differences existed for four items in this section of the 

/ 

survey. On question 20 respondents were to indicate the f actors <which 
contributed to" or deterred the present and future planning, development, 
^d implementation of multicultural/bilingual education. Significant 
differences were found for two, of these items. Institutions in the West 
were more likely to indicate ^that the availability of federal funds 
contributed to the development sf multicultural^^ingual programs. In- 
stitutions; on the other hand, in the Southeast were more likely to in- 
dicate that the availability of federal fuiftds had no inf luejice or was a 
major deterrent in the development arid implementation of such prd§j^ams. 

for the factor, "availability of state funds," differences also 
existed. Institutions in. the West were more likely to indicate that state 
fund^ were a contributing factor than any other region. Institutions in the 
Southeast and Midwest were mor^ .likely to indicate that this factor was of 
no influence. Instifutions in the Southwest were more likely tx)' indicat^^— 
that t^e availability of st^te Jj^s_wa^_a^jl^terrent itl the development of^ 
their programs. , - -^.^^-^^.^^ 

^e following table summarizes the frequency of responses and level of 
significance for these two items: 

Availability of Federlal Funds Availability of State Funds 
Contrir No Deter.- Contri- No Deter' - 

buting Influence ring buting Influence ring 

J 

Northeast 11 15 19 9 16 ^ 21 

Southeast ■ 11 30 25 8 • 27 '.2*9 ' 

Midwest 25 50 34 18 ' 52 40 . 
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' Southwest 12 .^9 . 13 7 8 16 

, \ West . * 13 8 5 10 6 7 . ..^ - 

• P = ,0309 . P = ,0368 

J ■ - ' • ' 

For question 21 on services that .AACTE might- provide to assist ♦the 
education ^mit in planning, developing! and implementing multicultural ^ 
education* programs, sigrjificant differences were found for two of the' 
i terns ♦ Institutions in the West and Southwest were more likely to in- 
dicate that AACTE shquld stimulate research and analysis on various 
aspects of multicultural education through th^ convening of task forces 
than institutions in other regions. Conversely, institutions in the North- 
east and Midwest were more likely to not indicate this as a service that 
AACTE should provide. Institutions in the West were also more likely to ' 
indicate that AACTE should catalogue. information about funding agencies 
^^^V^ jto dissen^nate as a di^ctory than those in other regions while instituti^^ 
in the Midwest ^ere more likely to indicate that this was not necessary as 

• . ' / ~ • 

ah AACTE service. The frequency of responses for both of these items is 
• shown in the following table: 

I 

Northeast Southeast Midwest Southwest "West 
Yes No Yes b?o Yes' No Yes . No Yes No P 

Stimulate research 18 49 34 56 43 100 18 22 ' 15 16 .0496 
and analysis on as- ' ' ^ 

pects of multi-^ 
cultural ed , 

Catalogue infor- 33 34 57 54 60 103 21 19 18 13 .0051 
mation about 

funding agencies * ^ ^ 



POPULATION QF CITY IN |REA IN WHICH THE INSTITUTION IS LOCATED" 

Of the 387 'institutions responding to' the survey, 13.7 percent were 
located in cities with a population of over 500,000;- 31.0 percent in cities 
w±th a population between 50,000 and 499,999; 47.8 percent in cities between 
2,500 and 49,999; and J. 2 percent in areas with less than a 2,500 population. 
For discussion purposes in this section, large urban will be used to describe 
cities with a population over 500,'000; urban to describe cities ^with population 

between 50,000 and 4^9, 999;small town to describe cities with a population 

> 

between 2,5pO and 49,999; and rura^/ to describe areas with a population of less 
than 2,500. ^ 

In6titi|tions from different population density areas also differed 

significantly on some of their responses to it^ on the survey. Significant 

differences in responses were found for 24 different items on the questionnaire. 

These included twelve. items in the section on programs; seven i^ems in t)(k 

section on management; one item in the section on research and development; 

and four items in the'general section. These differences ^re reported by section 

in the narrative^ that follows. ' . . ' - 

f > 

Pro'grams Related to Multicultural Education 

. Institutions located in a large urban area were more likely to have' 
^even of the fifteen activities*^ listed in question 1 than institutions in other 

areas. For six of those seven activities wherfe significant dijtferences existed,, 
^in^itutions in small 'towns were more likely to not have those activities th^n 

institutions^J^rmrtian and rural areas. For the activity, '^expeoriences which 
♦p^repare education p^^^^epnel to teach content from a multicultural perspective,*' 

institutions Hn urban ar^as were^more likely to not have that activity than 

those in other areas. The following table reports, the frequency* of responses- 

^* 
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and level of significance for the seven items ^for which' significant 
differences wer$ foiiid on the chi square test. 



Large ^ - Sr^all , ^ 

Urb^ , Urban Town .Rural 

Yes' No Yes No Yes^, No Yes No 



A student teaching 48 5 99 19 130, 50 ,11 5 ,0112 

" experience in- a ^ , ^ , 

school with students 
who are racially/ 
^ethnically different 

from the student ' * i • 

teachers 

Study of the v. 

dynamics of di-^ 40 13 80 34 ^100 73 17 11 .0472 ' 

.verse cultures and " * . 

the implications for ' 
.developing appropri- 
ate teaching 

strategies . * 

Study of linguistic 31 22 57 51 ^ 67 107 13 13 .0248 

variations and the 
imp li ca ti ons f or ^ 

developing appropri- , 

ate teaching 

st?tn|ies 

StT^dy of diverse ^ 36 15 74 33 ' 84 88 17 11 ,0084 
, learning styles 
related to eJihnic/ 

cultural difference ^ 

%d tthe implications 
for developing approp- - ^ ' 
riate teaching . * - 

strategies - ^ ^ 

Study of specific 34 18 52; 55 *74 101 13 14 .0351 ' 

ethnic groups- withifi!*' 

\the U.S. ' \ ' ^ 

Experien^e^^ which 49^ 4 88 24 128 48 21 4 ,0195 

prepaffe edjucation . ^ ' 

personnel to work ^ - , 

^nqre effectively * ' . 

with minority 

students 

Experiences which ^ 38*15 fe8 42 ' 83 89 12 13 .0087 
prepare personnel 

to teach content * ^. 

from a multi- 
cultural perspective 
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Women's Studies - * - * 

-A 

Significant differences Were found on question 3 concerning* courses 
and aepartmeats related to women's studies^ Institutions in large urb^ 
areas were more ^likely to have both courses and depaptfeents rel^t^d to 
women's studies. Institutions in rural areas were, more likely to not 
have course^ in women's studies than institutions in other areas ^^ile 
institutions in small town areas were more likely to not have departments 
or divisions related to women's studies within the institution. The ' 

C " . ■ . , 

^ following table shows the freqiiency of responses and level of significance 
for those two items: 



4 





Large 


Urban 


.Urban 


Small 


Town 


Rural ' 








Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 


Yes 


No 


Yes No 


P 




Courses 


37 


14 


70 


40 


107 


65 


10 18 


.0131 


t 


Department/ 
Division 


13 


26 


18 


75 


18 


133 


A 21 ' 


..0154 


• 
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Inservlce Programs * 

Institutions in large urban areas ^/e re also more likely to provide 
inservice programs in multicultural/bilingual, education with a l^TC^-^ 
education agenly, teacher center oj other agency than institutions in other 



areas / Institutions in ratal areas were more likely to not provide feuch 

inservice programs . than institutions in other areas. The >data for thia 

> 

question is presented in the following table: 



Large Urban' Urban Small Town Rural f 
Yes ^ No. Yes No Yes "No Yes Ho P 



Inservice^ . ' 31 * ^ 20 45 69 65 112' 9 ' 19 .0140 
Pfograms In , * - 
Multicultural/ /- ^ 

BiHngual Education ' . ^ 
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Provisions for Multicultural Education / 

Institutions in urban and small town areas were more likely to provide 



for multicultural education in the teacher education curriculum as a major 
emphasis in courses than institutions in Large urban or rural areas/ In- 
st^ tut iolvs^ in rural areas were more likely' to not have such provisions than 
those in the large urbarl, urban, and small town areas. The dat^ for this i- 
tem from question 5 is found in the following table: 



^ Large Urban Urbanr Small Town Rural 

Yes No Yes. No Yes • No Y^s ^ No P 

f • — ■ — 

Major Etnphasis 17 36 24 .96 24' 161 6 22 .0140 

in Courses 

Provis:^ons for Bilingual Education 

Instil^ tutions in small town areas were more likely to provide for bi- 

lingual education in the teacher ^educg^on program as a nfajor or speciali- 

zation than institutions in other area^.; Institutions In rural areas were 

more likely to not provide' for a«major or specialization in bilingual edu- 

cation than those in other population areas. This data^is reported in the 

following chart:- ' , 



' Large iifban Urban Small Town ^ Rural ^ , ^ 

Bilingual Yes No Yes No Yes ^ No Yes No P 

Education 

Major or/- 15^^ . 16 104. 20 165 -^2 13 , .0144 

Specillzatlon \ ' * . * 

ManaRenfent \ \ ' ^ ' * . 

A signlfj/cant difference was foundy^for one Item on questioi) 14 con- 

^C4eggdtng the financial support for multicultural/bilingual education programs, 



\ 



IT - 



For bilingual education p^grams institutions in small town areas were 
more likely to receive financial support from the education unit itself 
than institutions in other area$. Institutions in rural ateas were more 
likely to not receive such supp qr tr than institutions in other areas. This 
data is reported in ^ the following table: 

Large ^Urban , Urban Small Town Rural 

Bilingual Yes No \Yes No Yes No Yes No P 

Education 

\ 

Education Unit 21 J2 *26 9A 36 1A9 .5 23 .0172 

/ ^ ' ' • 

Institutions fi;pm large urban ^area^ were also more likely to have 

specific resources that could bfe utilized by faculty and/or students in 

the implementation of multicultural/bilihgual education programs. This 

was truQ for six, of the eight items listed as question 15 on the'^^survey . 

In"stitutix)ns in rural areas were more likely to not have as resources 

i 

consultants who are not- part of the university faculty or cooperative 
programs with public or private schools that Have -a multicultural student 
population than^other insti tut^ions . For the^other four items insti^ifitions 
in small town areas were more likely' to not have thos^ resources than 
institutions in other areas. The following table sjiows the frequency of ' 
responses for the six items for wMch significant differences were^' found: 



Large Urban -Urban Small Toujn Rural 
^ ^ Yes No Yes No Yes ' No Y^s No ' 

Center for Bthrvic 17 • 36 "23 97 23 162 " 7 21 .0075 
Studies/Multi- 
cultural/Bilingual' » > 
Ed . 

Ethnic agencies/ 23 30 . 42 *78 ' 45 ' 140 8 26 .0340 



organizations \ 
Consultants 25 28 44 76 58 127 5 23 .0406 

Cooperative 26 27 47 73 * 49 136 6 22 ..0038 

programs with * ' - 

public or private - . ' ^ 

schools that have , 
a multicultural 
student population 
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Cooperative programs 25 28 '43 77 47 138 8* 20 ,0163 
with public or private 
schools, that have a 
student pi^ulation 

with different ethnic ♦ ' 

backgroynds than the 

majority of students ' ' • */ 

in the teacher ed 

program 

Student experienced in 26 -2 7 59 61 64 "l21 13 15 ,0459 
cultural se't tings ^ 
.different than that of 
^ the teacher education 
student ' 

Research .and Development 

' A significant difference existed 'for only one item in the section on 

research and development.. Faculty members of institutions in urban areas 

werd more likely to' conduct research of instructional processes for milti- 

cultural education than faculty in any other institutions,^ Faculty of in- 

/c r ^ ' 

stitutions in, rural areas are more likely to not conduct such research 

^than institutions'An other areas'. The following chart shows' the frequency 

of responses ^and level oT significance for this one item: 

Large Urban Urban Small town Rural 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Y^s No P 

Multicultural 

"Education ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Research of In- 10 ^ 17 103 14 171 6 22 .0354 
structip^al Processes , ^ 

General 

Question 20 asked the respondent to in^iicate factors that contributed ^ 

V 

to or deterred the prasent and future* planning, development, and implementation 

I, ' ^ , 

of multicultural/bilingual programs in"^th^ education unit. A significant 
diff^tence existed 'pn one of the items. Ii:>stitution^ in large urban areae 
were more 'likely to Hew' **f acuity qualified to teach multicultural/bilingual 



educat/on" as a contributing factor than institutions in other areas. 
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Institutions in rural areas were more likely to view qualified faculty 
as having no influence or as^a deterring* factor than institutions in 
other areas. Institutions in urban and small town areas viewed qualified^ 
faculty almost equally as with contributing to or deterring the development 
and implem^entation,of multicultural/bilingual education programs. The 
frequency data for this item is presented in the table below: 

Contributing No Deterring * P 
^ Factor Influence Factor P_ 

Large Urban \ 32 , 5 ' , 8 .0029 

Urban ' 43 * 14 41 

Small Town , 59 2A ^5 . 

Rural : 6 7*9 

# 

A significant difference existed for one item on question 21 concerning 
the types of services that institutions would like to see AACTE provide to 
assist the education unit in planning, developing, and implementing multi- 
cultural education -programs. Institutions in rural areas were more likely 
*to feel that AACTE should ^catalogue information about funding agencies, to 
dissemina-te as a directory than institution^ in any other area. Institutions 
in smail town areas were more likely to not feel that AACTE should, provide 
that specific. service. The daca for this question is presented in the 
folloyiing. table: 

<^ 

Large Urban- Urban Small Town Rural 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No P 



Catalogue infor- 27- 26 \ 59 61 fe9 1^6 17 11 .0319 
mation about funding 



agencies to dissemi- 
nate as a directory 
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SIZE OF INSTITUTION 

Institutions responding to the survey ranged in size ftom 327 to 
50,095 students. For purposes of analyzing this data/ the inst^ution's 
were divided by size of student population into -four quartiles. The 
first quartile included institutions with a student population from 327 
to 1,366; the second , quartile inclufi^d institutions with 1,367 to 3,609 
students; the third quartile included institutions with 3,610 to 9,a05 
students; and tfie fourth quartile included institutions with 9,906 to 
55,000 students. 

More differences ,Vere found using the chi square test for size of 
the institution than for any of the other variables for which the null 
hypotheses were being tested. Significant differences existed for 47 ' 
different items on the questionnaire. These included ^ixteen* items in 
the section on programs; six items in the section^ on faculty; fifteen 
items in the section on management,; two items in the section on research 
and development; and eight items in the general section^ These dffferences 
are described in this section. 
Programs Related to Multiculturll Education 

The education uriits of large institutions (^fourth quartile) were 
more likely to have activities related *to multicultural education than 
institutions of other sizes. Of the fifteen activities listed in question, 
significant differences were found for eight of those. In all cases the 
large institutions were more likely^to have the eight activities while 
the small (first quartile) institutions were more likely^ to not have the 
•activities. The following table shows the frequency of responses and 
level of significance for the eight items for which significant differences 
existed: 
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(Small) (Large) 
1st Quartile 2nd Qdartile '3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes , No Yes No Yes Ifo Yes - No P 

A student teaching 58 30 79 18 80 > --18 81 13 .0096 

experience in a 

school with students p 
who are racially/ 

'ethnically -different . . ' 

from the student' # * • . 

teachers , 

Study of the dy- 44 43 64 .26 55 42 72 20 .0004 

namics of diverse 
cultures and the 
implications for 

developing appro- - • ' * 

pri&te teaching ' / 

strategies 

Study of lin- 29' 58 34 ' 50 39 56 64 - 29 .0000 



guistic variations 
and the implications 
for developing app- 
ropriate 'teaching 
'strategies 

Study 'Of diverse^ 39 45 51 34 56 41 68 22, .0033 

learning styles ^ 

related to ethnic/ 

cultural diffe-r 

rence and the' 

implications for 

developing. .in- 
appropriate 

teaching' - ' , 

strategies * 

Study of cultures 41 47 59 30 56 39 66 28 .0154 

and ethnicity of * . ' ' 

those groups with- 
in the geographical * , . 
region served by the 
education unit 

Study of specific 31 56 46 44 / 44 50 52 37 .0475 

ethnic groups with- , . 

in the 'U.S. 

l^xperiences which 58 29 ^ 77"" 15 71 '23 ^ 79 12 .0084 

prepare education . • ( 

personnel to ^ork 

more effectively 

with minority 

students 



Experiences which 26 60 ^ 57 , 33 56 38 61 27 -0000 

. prepare educatipn 
personnel to te^ch ' « ~ • ' 

content from' a 

multicultural - ' 

" perspective • . « 



Ethnic Studies^ - % 

Larger institutions from both the third and fourth quar tiles were more 
likely to have courses and departments/divisions related to U,S, ethiric groups 
th^n the smaller institutions. Institutions in the first quartile we^ more 
likely to not have ethnic studies than other institutions. This data is f ex- 
ported in the followi-ng table:' . 

(Small) " ^ • (Large) 
1st Quartile 2nd Quartile '3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes* No Yes No' Yes No Yes No 

Courses and/or 50^ 39 75^ 21 84 11 82 12 ,0000 

departraentsZ- . ' ^ 

divisions Elated 
to U.S. etHSric 
groups 

Women's Studies ' ' * ^ \ 

. The larger ^institutions, fourth quartile, were also more lilcely to have 
both courses and departments /divisions related to women's studies than tihe 
othfer institutions; The stpall Institutions, first quartile, w^ere more likely 
to not have provisions for women's, studies than other institutions. This data 
is reported in the following table: 

(Small)' . (I • ■ A '(Large) 

. ^ , 1st Quartile' 2nd, Quartile 3rd Quartile| 4th Quartile 
Yes Yes - No Yes > Ho ti^e s _No 



Courses ^41^ 45-48 45 6 4 2 9 70 ^ 18 .0000 

Department/ 5 ' 64 " 10 77 12 62 25 53 .0001 



Division 



0* 



if 




' . , ' -117- 



Inservice Programs > ' 

Again the large^f institutions were more likely to provide inservice ^ 
programs ih multicyi^ural/bilingual education than institutions of other 

A* 

sizes. The sm^llest"%i^titutions were more likely to not have such pro- 

visions than institutions of other sizes. The following table shows the 

frequency of responses for question k\ ^ 

(Small) ' *. (Large) 
1st Quartile 2nd Quaiftile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes No Yes No Yes ^ No Yes No P 

Inservice Programs -16 * 74 26 66 43 52 ^ 64 28 ^OOOO 

' in Multicultural/ 

Bilingual Education ^ - ^ 

Provisions for Multicultural* Education 

The largest institutions were more likely to offer'a major or specil 

in multicultu education than other , institutions while the smallest institutions 

were more likely to not offer such. This data is reported in the following table; 

(Small) ^ ^ (Large) 
1st Quartile "2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes- No Yes No Yes No Yes . No P 

Major ot * 1^ 5 . , 89 7 90 8 , 90 19 77 ,0078 

Specialization 

Offered 

Provisiona for Bilingual Ec^cation- ^ 

The largest institutions were more likely to provide for bilingual education 
as ^ component in methodology courses while institutions in the .second quartile 
were^more/likely to not have this provision than other institutic^. The larger 
institutions were also^ore likely to provide f oi^ "fcilingual education as a major 
or specialization and a minor or supplementary than other institutions^ Institu- 
ti^p in the first quartile, on the other hand, were more likely ^tJp not have 
such provisions. The frequency of re^onses for these three items in question 
5 are reported in the table below: » i 



(Small) ' (Large) 

' ' • .1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartfile 4th Q^iartile ^ ' 

Yes- No Yes No Yes 'No Yes No 

Component in 16 78 * 14 83 23 \ 75 31 65 .0208 

Methodology Courses 

Major or Speciali- 5 89 9 '88 13 " 85 ' 29 67 .0000 

, zation Offered 

Minor or Supple-^ 5 89 10 87 11 87 24 72 .0010' 

mentary Offered 

% • ' * \ 

Faculty 

The largar institutions were more likely to encourage faculty to learn about 
the concept of multicultural/bilingual educatj^on through various activities than 
the smaller institutions. Specifically, the l^gesj:' institutions , fourth quartile, 
were pore likely to use faculty research grants ©or multicultural education. For 
iilins^ual education, they were also more likely to use professional associat;ipn 
meetings and seminars/symposiums to foster the concept among faculty members. 

Institutions in the third quartile were more like^ly to use inservice tiraining 

f , • ' 

for faculty in the area of multicultural education and cross-cultural field 

experiences inl:he area of bilingual education. The larger instituion, third 
and fourth quartile, were also more likely to indicate that the faculty wad on 
their own with respect to multicultural/bilingual education. Institutions in 
the second quartile were mbre likely to not' indicate that the faculty was on^ 
their own with respect to multicultural/bilingual education than institutions 
of other sizes. The smalles institutions! were more lively to not indicate that 
the other ^ve activites were utilized to foster Che concept of multicultural/ 
bilingual education among faculty members. The data for the items with signifi- 
cant differences on question 9 are^shown in the following table: 
S ^ * ** ' ' 

% ' (Small) ^ ' (Large) 

" 1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes Ko Yes No Yes No Yes Ni^ P ! 

Multicultural ^ 

Education ' . • * 

• ' ■ -J 
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12 



4 



Inservlce Xraining 


12 


82 


16 


. 81 


19 


79 


17 


79 


.0226 


for Faculty 




















Faculty Research ^ 


5 


89 * 


6 








^ J. 


/ 


nm.Q 


iGrants 
















* 




Bilinsual Education 
















* 




Professional Associ- 


17 


11 


21 


76 


31 


67 


38 


58 


0061 


ation Mtg. * 




















Gemln cirs /Symposiums 


8 


86 


12 


85 


21 


77 


• 29 


67 


.0009 


Cross-Cultural Fiel,d 


7 


87 


11 


86 


23* 


75 


20 


76 


.0016 


Experiences 












> 








Faculty is on their 


24 ' 


70 


17 


80 


36 ■ 


62 


' 34 


62 


.0146 



Own with Respect to ^ ^ 
MultiQultural/ 
•Bilingual Education 

Management . . 

^Question 13 asked the respondent to ip^cate how the multicultural/ 

bilingual education programs in the education utKLt are developed and 

controlled/monitored. Significant differences were found for five of the 

i 

items in this question. Respondents from the largest institutions were 'more 
. ' ' p ' 

likely to indicate that the Multicultural eftcation programs were developed 



r 



y a person responsible for directing/coordinating the multicultural/bilingual 
edtipation program, by each department /prog ram within the education unit having 
the prerogative to develop its own multicultural educ^tior\ programs, and by 
cooperative planning with local education agencies than institutions of other 
sizes. The^mallest institutions were more i^ikely to not , indicate these means 
for developing multitultural/bi lingual education programs. ' 

The larger institutions were also more likely to utilize an institution- 
wide curriculum committee and a person responsible for dir^c^ng/ coordinating 
the multicultural/bilingual education fjfogram to control and monitor the multi- 
cultural/bilingual education programs in the education unit. Institutions in 
the third quartile were more likely to not use the person responsible for 
directing/coordinating the multicultural/bilingual education programs- to 

3 
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control and monitor those prog^rams. The smallesT: institutions were more 

likely to not have tfiose programs controlled or monitored by an institu- ' 

tion-wide curriculum committee. The data for the items in question 13 where 

significant differences existed is reported in the following table: 

(SmaU) "^^ (La^rge) 

1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes No Yes No Yes ^ No ,Jes No F 

Developed By ' * ' 

A person respon- 12 82 17^ 80 19 79 35 61 ,0008 

sible for direct- 
ing/coordinating - 
the multicultural/ 
bilingual efforts 

Each Department/. 24 70 29 6-8 43 55 46 50 .0014 

Program within 
the education 

unit having the ' - J 

prerogative to . , ' 

develop , control, 

and monitor its , 
own multicultural 

programs . ^ 

• Cooperative '5 89 10 87 25 73 34 62 ,0000 

planning with ^ ^ 
local education 
agencies 

/ 

Controlled/ 

Monitored By ^ ^ 

A College or 7 87 15 82 19 79 26 70 .0056 

Institution-wide ^ v ^ 

: Curriculum Commit t- • 

ee ^ ' 

A Person Respon- 15 ^ 79 14 83 12 86 29 67 ,0096 

sib le^ for Direct- 
ing/ Coordinating 
^3 the Multicultural/ ' ► 

Bilingual Ed ^ ; - * ' ! 

Respondents were asked to indicate from where the financial support for 

the multicultural/bilingual education programs comes in question 14* The 

• - 

4argest institutions were more likely to indicate that the support came^from 
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the education unit for both multicultural and bl^lingual education programs 

than institutions of other sizes. The smallest institutions were more 

Likely to not indicate the education unit as a source of support than 

other institutions. The frequency 'of responses fa'r this item and the level 

of ^gnificance are reported below: 

(Small) , (Large) 
1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No P 



Multicultural 
Education 



Education Unit 26 68 35 ' 62 44 54 58 38 .000(5 

Bilingual ^ 

Education • . . ' ' 

^Education Unit 8 86 16 . 81 20 78 43 • 53 rOOOO 

# > 
Significant differences existed for all eight of the resources that 

might be utilized by faculty and/or students in the implementation of multi- 
cqltural/bilingual education program listed in question 15. The larger in^ 
stitutions, third and fourth quartile, were more likely to use these, eight ^ 
resources than the smaller^ institiutions . Institutions in the third quartile \ 
were more likely to use student experiences in cultural settings different 
than tliat of the teacher education student and Kiommunity-based programs as 
some phase of the student's work. For the other six items, ^the institutions 
in the fourth quartile were more likely to indicatje their utilization. In- 
stitutions in the first quartile were more likely to not utilize all eight 
of the resources listed. This data is presented in the following table: 

(Small) (Large) 
1st Quartile 2nd (Juartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
* Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No .P 



Center for Ethnic 7 -87 11 86 20 '^78 .3!^ 64 .0000 

Studies, etc. 
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ERIC • 127 



Textbooks 


32 


62 


51 


46^ 


61 


37 


67 


29 


.0000 


Ethnic Agencies/ 


18 


76 


26' 




32 


66 


HO 


56 


.0022 


I'Organizations i 








c 












Consultants 


22 


11 


29 




39 


59 


41 


55 


.0349 


Cooperative 


16 


7'8 


30 


34 


64 


« 46 


50 


.0001 


Programs with 
















• 


Publi-c Schools with 




















mul ti cultural 




















Student' Population 




















Cooperative 


16 


78 


26 


71 " 


35- 


63 


45 


51 


.0000 



Programs with 
public or private 
schdols with 
student population 
with different 
ethnic back- 
grounds than 
majority of 
students in 
teacher ed 
program 
Student 
experiences in 
cultural settings 
different than that 
of teachfer education 
student 

Community-Based ' 18 
Program as ^ome 
phase of the 
student 's work 



30^^ 64 36 61 



53 45 * 42 54 ,0086 



76 28 69 '39 59 33 



63 



.0288 



Research and Development 

* V 

Significant differences were found for only two items in this section. 
The largest institutions were. more likely to report that the research 
activities related to multicultural education were supported by the college 
or university than institutions of other sizes. The institutions in the 
first quartile were more likej|y to not reportX the college or university as 
providing the support for research activities in multicultural education. 
The frequency of responses for this item in question 18b.' is reported be- 
low: 
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' . ^ ^ . (Small)' (Large) 

1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes Yes No Yes No Yes No P 

Mu Itlcultural . . * 

Education ^ 

Support from, the 6 ' 88 8 89 23 75 35 " 61 ,0000 

college or 

university 

The second item for which a significaht difference was found was in 
question 19 about the products related to multicultural/bil'ingual education 
produced by faculty members of the education unit. Faculty in the largest 
institutions were more likely to make presentations related to multicultural 
^^^icktion at practitioner-oriented meetings than faculty from institutions 



of other sizes. Faculty in the smallest institutions were more likely to 

/ 

not make such presentations than those in larger institut\ons. This data 
is reported in the following table: 

(Small) ♦ (Large) 
, 1st Quartile 2nd Quartile 3rd .Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes No Yes / No Yes No Yes No P 

Multicultural 

Education * ' 

Presentations at 6 88 26 71 28 70 38 58 ,0000 

Practitioner- 
Oriented Meetings , , -t , 

" Gene ral 

V Significant differences were found for eight of the ten items listed in 
question 21. about services that AACTE might provide ^to assist the education 

unit ih planning, de^ieloping, and implementing multicultural education 

/ 1* 

J f> . 

programs. The larger institut^ions were more likely to feel that AACTE should 
provide the services than the smaller institutions. Specifically, institutions 
^in the third quartile were more likely to feel that AACTE should (1) facilitate 



the dissemination pf infonnati^on about operationally and programmatically. 
Successful multicultural education programs; (2) maintain a consultative 
service on multicultural teacher education that match^'expertise to 



needs at all levels; and (3) convene national or 



rergional meetings on 



multicultural education. Institutions in the fouifth quartile were more 
likely tro indicate that AACTE should provide the other five services. 
Institutions in the second quartile were more likely to not indicate 
that AACTE should faciditate the dissemination of information about 
operationally and programmatically Successful multicultural programs. 
Institutions in both the first and second quartile were more likely to 
not indicate that AACTE should convene national or regional meetings 
on multicultural education than the larger institutions. The institutions 
in the first quartile were more likely to not indicate that AACTE should 

provide the other six services than institutions of other sizes. The 

'I 

frequency of responses and level of significance for the items in question 
21 are presented below: 

(Small) (Large) 
1st Quartile 2na Quartile 3rd Quartile 4th Quartile 
Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No P 

Stimulate research 16 7 8 2 2 75 4 1 5 7 48 %d .0000 

& analysis on 

various aspects of ^ ■ ' ^ 

multicultural « 

education through ' * 

the convening of * 
task forces 

Provide consul ta- 20 74, 28 69 38 60 39 57 .0054 

tion on develop-' - » ' 



'ment of proposals | ' 
& rese*arch designs 

for submission to : 
federal agencies / 



/ ( 

/ 
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Catalogue infor- 28 66 41 56 49 49 52 ' 44 ,0034 

mation about fund 
ing agencies to 
disseminate 

Fadflitate the 48 46 44 53 64 34 61 35 ,0134 

dissemination of 

information about • ' ' ^ 

operationally and 

programmatically ' . 

successful multi- ' 
cultural programs 

Maintain consulta- 23 71 33 ^64 45 53 41- 55 ,0052 

tive service on ^ . , 

multicultural 
teacher education 
that can matj^' 

expertise to - 
needs at all 

levels . * 



/ 



Convene national 28 66 29 68 ^ 48 50 42 54 ,0049 

or regional 

meeting^ on . ' 
multicultural ed 

Provide a clea^ 36 58 47 50 55 ' 43 *57 39 -0176 

inghouse for Tn-r 

formation, research - i 

& analytical ^ ^ ' , ' 

studies . ( 

Conduct research 14 ' 80 24 73 34 * 64 34 - 62 ,0010 
& analytical . ' , ^ 

studies- , ' 



SUMMARY^ AND RECOMMEttDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY * 

During the tall of ,1977, AACTE asked its 786 member institutions to ■ 
respond td the "Survey of Multicultural Education Education." 
The data collected from this survey was used to Compile a "stdte-of-the- 
scene repoVt about hoW oiulticultural education wW^c^ir^^t^tly beijig addressed 
by teachers education institutions. Jhis would allow V^e examination of 
where Institutions now are in the implementation of multicultural education 
and where the recently revised "Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher ' 
Education," of NCATE suggest that they sho'ulTbeN ' ' 

Only 49.25 percent of the institutions responded to the survey. The da.ta. 
presented, thus, can be. used only to report the state-of-the-scene for the 
responding institutions and not to generalize to American teacher education.-' 
This section will summarize the data in three sections: (1) Descriptive 
Profile af the Responding Institutions; (2) Descriptive vProfile-of. Institutions 
with Provisions for MuUicultural/Bilingual Educationj'^and (3) Multicultural 
Education as Addressed by Different Institutions. 



DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF THE<7^0NDING INSTITUTIONS 

Over h^lf of the 387 responding institutions indicated that they have as 
a part of th0ir education programs various ^ctivittes that are supportive 
of the mujti cultural eiiucation concept as described in NCATE's Standard 

2,1.1 Multicultural Education. Specific activities for which education 

' _ ' " . 
units have- provisions include the study' of or experiences for {!•) intergroup 

communica-tions; (2) student teaching in schools with students who are 

racially/ethnically different from the student teachers; (3) working more 

effect-fvely with minority students; (4) values clarification; (5) dynamics, 

of diverse cultures and. the Implications for developing appropriate teaching 

strategies; (6) cultures and ethnicity of groups *with1n the geographical ' 
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region served by the education unit; (7) diverse learning styles related 
to ethnic/cultural differences' and the implications for developing appropriate 
teaching stra.tegies; (8) teaching content from rsjjultlcultufal perspective; 
and (9) racism^ 

Over one-tfji'rd ofv these institutftns .have departments or divis-f^nl" 
which focus on U.S. Ethnic-groups (e.g., Black Studies, Native American 
Studies). .Over 75 percent, offer courses 'related to specific, U.S. ethnic 
groups. '59.4 percent have cocfrses pn Afro Americans; 31.0, percent on 
American I^ians.or Eskimos; 28.6 percent on Asian or Pacific Islanders; 
27.5 percent on Hispanic Americans; 15.1 percent on Eastern European 
Americans; 9.6 percent on Western European Americans; and 6.4 percent on 
Jewish Americans. 6.7 percent of the institutions listed courses in 
ethnic studies and 6.2 percent listed courses .about foreign cultures or 
with an international focus.-' 22*5 percent of these institutions require 
that students complete at least one course related to specific U.S. ethnic 
groups prior to the completion of their edu^cation degree program. 

Over half (58.1 %) of the institutions' offer courses related to women's 
studies. 13.7 percent have departments or divisions of women's studies 
in their institutions. Nine percent of the institutions redjuire students 
to. complete at least one course in this area prior to the completion 
(^f the education degree program. 

Almost forty percent (38.8 %) of the institutions offer inservice* 
programs in the area ^of multicultural and/or bilingual education. 'These 
are most often offered to teachers and administrators 1n cooperation with 
a local education ageno^- or teacher center. 

305 institutions (78.8 %) reported having some provision for addressing 
multicultural and/or bilingual education within the education unt'. Most 
often multicultural/bilingual education is addressed as a component in 
foundations courses (by 58.9 % of the institutions) or as a component 
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in methodology courses (by 49.4 % of tiffe institutions). Less than 25 percent 
of the institutions provide for either multicultural or bilingual education as 
the major focus or emphasis in a course. 25 percent of f er .a major or 
specialization'^in multicultural education; 18.6 percent offer a major 
or specialization in bilingual educati.on. 15 percent of the institutions 
of fee a minor or supplementary in multicultural educ^btion while 17.8 
^percent offer the minor or 5upplementary in bilingual education. 10.1 
percent of the institutions have a separate department or division 
within the education unit for multicultural/bilingual education. 

Institutions do not appear to be very diverse in the ethnic/racial 
make-up of the faculty. Over 87 percent of the institutions have at least 
one v/hite faculty member in the education unt; over 28 percent have at 
least one black faculty member; over 15 percent have at least one Hispanic 
faculty member; and cfnly six percent have American Indian or Eskimo faculty 
members. Almost 90 percent (89.78 %) of the full-time teacher education 
faculty are white; 6.94 percent are black; 1.74 percent are Hispanic; 
1.19 percent are ASian American; and .35 percent are American Indian or 
• Eskimo. Of the full-time education faculty, 32.27 percent are fem^e 
and 67,73 percent male. At the part-time level the number of females' 
Increases to 48.66 percent of the part-time faculty for the education unit. 

The concept of multicultural/bilingual education has. been fostered 
among faculty members through various activities. Almost half of the • 
respondents indicated, however, that the faculty is on their own with respect 
to this. .Jhe most frequent means was through professional association 
meetings (53.0 % of the responding institutions). Faculty development 
aoi?vities are not generally organized or structured foV mul ticulfural/bilinjjual 
. education. Less than one-thirtf reported seminars, cross-cultural field 
experiences* inservice training, facul ty research grants, or sabbatical 
'\ as being used for this purpose^ 
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The student popi/lation at the responding institutians appears 'to be 
extremely d-iVerse in ethnic/racial composition. Over 99 percent of the 
Institutions have white students; 96 percent h^ve at least-pne black student; 
77 percent have at least one Hispanic student; 75 percent, have at least 
o^ie Asian American student; and 62 percent have one or more American Indian 
or Eskimo s^tudent. .For the student population at the institution level, 
88.44 percent of the total student population of the responding institutions 
are white; 7,65 percent are black; 2.37 percent are Hispanic; 1.05 percent 
are Asian American; and .49 percent are.American Indian or Eskimo^ The *. 
percentage of minority students is slightly higher in undergraduage education 
for black and American Indian students than for the total institution. 
The percentageiof minority students In graduate education, however, is less 
than at the undergraduate level or for the total' institution. Almost half 
(47.57 %) of the total student populatio^n is female. For both undergraduate 
and graduate education, however, the percentage of females increases to 58.62 
percent and 5'6.62 percent respectively. 

Just over one-third of the institutions (35.9%) reported research 
activities related to multicultural/bilingual education being undertaken 
in the education unit. Most of the research activity undertaken is through 
faculty projects, ^ome research in this area is also done as master 
theses, sponsored research, doctoral dissertations and special institutes.- 
More research related to multicultural education' is being undertaken than 
for bilingual education. Over half of the, respondents that indicated 
research i-n multicultural education reported that the research is in the 

« 

area of instructional processes, social/cultural processes, interethnic 
attitudes, and accul turaltion/assimilation/culturdl pluralism. Of 
Inslfitutions with research in bilingual education, 93 percent reported 
Research of Instructional processes. Over half reported bilingual researcii 
of social/cultural processes and accul turation/assimilation/cultural pluralism 
Ethnographic research and research of culturally biased tests are also being 

^ 
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^conducted for both multicultural and bilingual education. The major 
support for research activities for both multicultural and bilingi^l 
educati-on is the institution itself. The b'.S. Office of Education provides 
support for research activities in 24.3 percent of the institutions with 
multicultural education research and in 35.7 percent of those with 
bilingual education reserach. Private foundations, State Education Agejicies, 
local education agencies, and the National Institute of Education provide 
support in less than twelve percent of the institutions. ■ 

Over one-third of the institutions (36.2%) indicated tfiat faculty in the 
education unit produce products in the area of multicultural education while 
22.7 percent indicated that faculty produce products in the area of bilingual 
education. These products are most often in the form of a presentation 
at practitioner-oriented meetings. Less than half reported that these 
vJire educational products -for local or regional di sseminallon or publications 
in books br journals. 

Factors that contributed to the planning, development, and implementation 
of multicultural/bilingual education included in 25 to 40 percent of the 
institutions university/college administration. Various ethnic groups, 
qualified faculty, state education agency guidelines and regulations, 
professional (ssoci^tions, state legislation, and feder*al legisla-tion. The 
availablHtjr of funds from the university, state, and federal agencies 
was considered as deterrent to the developm^t and implementation of multicyjtural 
education by 25 to 41 percent of "the institutions. 

Over half of the institutions indicated that AACTE should .provide three 
services related to multicultural/bilingual education. These included (1) ' 
^ publish a journal or bulletin that informs teacher educators of new ideas, 
approaches, ^or materials in multicultural education; (2) facilitate the ^ 
dissemination of information jtbout operationally and programnfatigally . 
successful multicultural education programs; and (3) provide' a clearinghouse 



for informatisgj^l ,* research and analytical studies of multicultural education. 

The wr-^j^^^rranents of t^e^spondents concerning the future of 

multicul turPf/bili-ngual education at their institution suggest positive 

support generally for multicultural educatioQ, State legislation and 

— ^ ^ * 
certification requirements as well as the NCATE standards have increased 

the planning and probable implem^ntatio^of such programs. The laOTasof 

money and qualified or interested staff arB^learly the greatest drawback 

to immediate diavelopment of programs that might be viewed as appropriate 

and desirable. The mo.st coimion reasons provided for not plannino^rograTns 

were that the student population does not include minorities, graduates 

will not jteach in areas where there are many minor^les, and there are not 

opportucntles for preservice teachers to experience multicultural 

Situations. Comments concerning reasons and goals of in^ltlcultural education . 

would suggest that efforts need to be made to Clarify the concept. The 

majority of 1nsti1:utrq|^^i ther have programs in mul ticul ti)ral/bil ingual 

education or are^lanning 'such programs, a nd^ yet comments suggest ^a need 

'for model programs from which they could implement compone«^ that are 

most appropriate to their own situations.^ 

:* 

DESCRIPTIVE PROFILE OF INSTITUTIONS WITH PROVISIONS FOR MULTICULTURAL/ 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION 



As previously indicated, 78.8 percent" of all institutf.ons responding 



'i 

to this survey indicated that they have some proyision for.mul ticul tural ^ 
and/or bilingual edi/bation within their education%iit. *This section 
examini'^s in greater detail only the programs of those 305 institutions with 
such provisions. - " ' 

Over 75 percent of these institutions have^Spurses in ethnic studies 
offered at their institution, not necessarily wft>tiin the education unit .itself 
23.9 percent of the^ institutions require at lejst one course in ethnic 



studle^for the completion of the education degrefe program, 63 percent of 
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the'se .institutips offer courses in women's studies -while 43.9 percent # 
provide inservice programs in multiculturaiybilifigual education in cooperation 
V usually with local education agencies or teacher centers. 

Respondents were asked to list the courses in multicultural and bilingual 
education offered at different degree levels. 76.4 percent offer courses 
with a component in'multi cultural edwratlon of a specific focus related to 

— ^ ' * . - 

multicultural education at .the undergraduate level. 16.7 percent offer 
such courses as dual level courses and 25.6 percent offer these courses 
at the graduate level. The focus of these courses can be c-4^ssified in 
five general areas: general studies which includes anthropology, sociology, 
etc.; international „programs; ethnic/cultural studies of U.S. ethnic groups; 
general education courses; and methodology* courses for various disdiplines. • 
63.9% of these institutions require at 'least one of these courses for 
completion of the education degree program. 

/ Over thirty percent (31.9%) of these ijistitu^'ons listed courses asJated 
to bilingua-l education at the undergraduate level. 26.0 percent oifrer such 
(Durses as dual level and 9.5 percent offer them as graduate cot 
foctls of the bilingual courses can also be classified Into five general 
^reas: general studies which Includes anthropology, 1 1/igu.lstlcs, etc; 
International programs; ethnic/language studies of U.S. groups; general 
education courses; and methodology coursed for the various disciplines. 

Spanish Is the major target language for these bilingual education programs. 

N 

38.7 percent of the J^nstltutions listed Spanish as *he target language. 
Between 5 and 10 percent listed American IrtdUn languages, French, and/or 
Gerfnan as the target languages; each of the other languages were >isted by 
less than three percent of the Institutions. 

The academic background of split-time faculty members who teach the 
multicultural/bilingual education related courses varies. Most often (around 
,50%) the faculty members represent either soci^gy or foreign language 



disciplines. Over 2^5 percfent olr the institutions indicated that these 
faculty represent history, anthropology, psychology, English, or Afro- 
American Studies. Full-time education faculty members who taught these 
courses werjs most often from the program areas of elementary education 
(69.7%) or secondary education (60.7%). Over 25 percent of these institutions 
indicated that the faculty members were froiin the program areas of sociological 
foundations/history/philosophy, e^rly childhood education, curriculum and 
instruction, social studies education, educational, psychology, language 
arts/reading/ special education, or junior high/middle school education. 

The majority of the faculty teaching 'the multicultural/bilingual courses 
are full-time faculty in the education uniC^^tTself . The percentage of 
minorities teaching multicultural courses increases considerably over 
the percentage teaching'in the education unit generally with 57,88 percent 
white, 33.41 blacJ<; 3.88 Hispanic; 3.44 Asian American, and 1.28 American 
Indian or Eskimo. The percentage of women teaching courses r^ted to 
multicultural education al50 increases to 36.48 percent. 

The^percentage of minority faculty teaching bilingual education courses 
also is much greater than in the teacher education program with 58.88 percent 
white, 2»76 percent black, 32.01 Hispanic, 4.73 Asian American, and 1.56 percent 
American Indian or Eskimo. The percentage of females teaching bilingual 
education courses at the full-time level also increases to 53.73 percent. , 

• Almost half (47.^2%) of these institutions indicated that the multicultural/ 
bilingual education programs are developed by each clepartment/pwgram area ■ 
within the education unit using its own prerogative; this is also'the 
means most ofj^n used (3U8%)'to control and monitor these programs. The * 
person responsible for coordinating the multicultural/bilingual programs was 
indicated as developing andTnonitoring th^ program by around 25 percent of 
the institutions^ Institution-wide curriculum committees had this responsibility 
about 23 percent of the institutions. Almost 25 percent indicated that. such 

V 
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programs were developed by cooperative planning with local education agencies. 

The major financial support for both multicultural and bilingual education 
.-prigrams coffles.:from the'educatfon uni-t itself. Other sources of support were 
listed by less than 17 percent of the institutions. j 

^Using a chiVsquare tes't, significant differences between institutions 
with and without provisions for multicultural/bilingual education were 
determined. Institutions with provisions were more likely to have ^11 of^ 
■the activities related to multicultural education listed in question 1 ' ^ 
•except for the "study of foreign cultures." Institutions with provisions 

^ere also more likely ^ have courses and departments/divisions in ethnic 
studies, courses in women's studies, and inservice programs for multicultural/ 
bilingual education. - ... . 

Institutions with provisions were more lively to foster the c^ept,of 
multicultural/bilingual education among facbjty members through professional 
l^sociation meeting, seminars or symposiums, and cross-cultural field ^ 

^ .Experiences, For multicultural education, they were morejikely also 

" ^to provide inservice training for the fac^fty as a mean of fostering the 
^ncept of multicultural education, 

^ In the area of research and development signific/int differences were found 

on only five of the seventy variables. There appears to'be little differences 

* ^ 

in. the research activities 'for multicultural or bilingual education undertaken 

!r- - • 

In institutions with or without^provisiqnS for mu 1 ti£u 1 tura 1 / b i 1 i nqu a 1 edittation. 

Institutionsr v/ith provisions, however, were more likely to specify ' 
four factors which contributed to the planning, development, and implementation 4 
of theTr programs^ These factors included faculty qualified to tisacher programs, 
state ed'ucation agency guidelines and/or r6gulatioTfs for malticultural or 
bilingual educetionl state legislation related to multicultural or bilingual, 
education, and the suppdrt-of the university/college administration. Institutions 
with provisions were also more likely to feel that AACTE should provide 
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several services thatv/ould aid them r^' planning, deviloping, and impT^fhenting 
muUfcultural education programs. 

The percentage,^ of minority facul ty. members was higher at institutions with 

provisions than those without provisions, Ther percentage of minority 

} 

faculty In isnstitutions^i th provisio^is was 10.79 percent of the full-time 
education* faculty; 12.75 percent of the split-time faculty; and 10,21 of the 
part-time faculty.. For institutions without such provisions the percentage 
of minority faculty. was ^.30 percent of the full-time education faculty; 
6.20 percent of the split-time facul tyT'lnd^.40 of the part-time faculty. 

«The percentage of females in institutions with provisions was slightly higher 
at the full-time and part-time faculty levels and lower at the split-time 
level. At the fulT-time level, females composed 32-48 percent of the faculty 
in institutions with provisions and 31.3 percent in institutions without. 
At the spTit-time level, females made up 29.04 percent in institution with 
provisions and 32.79 percent in institutions without. At the part-time level 
females made up 49.06 percent in ihstitutions with provisions and 45.38 percent 
In institutions without provisions. 

The percervtage of minority students at an institution is higher at 
institutions with provisions for multicultural/bilingual education, with 11.71 
percent compared to 10.30 percent at instituticms without provisions. In 
both undergraxiuate and graduate education, however, the percentage of minority 
students is slightly higher at institutions without provisions. The 
percentage of black students at institutions without provisions is higtier 
than institutions with pr'ovisions while the percentage* of the other minority 
students is higher at institutions with provisions than those without provisions. 
For undergraduate education, minority student enrol Imfent at institutions with , 

♦provisions Is 12.03 percent; at institutions without provisions it is 13.55 
percent*. At the graduate level minority students make up 10.93 percent of the \ 
students i^ institutions with provisions and 11.93 p*ercent in institutions without 
provisions. The percentage of females Is higher for institutions 
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without provisions at the total institutional level and in graduate education. 
47.31 percent of the student population at institiitiops with provisions is 
female and, 49.4^9 percent at institutions without provisions. At the under- 
graduate education level 59.22 percent are female in institutions with provisions 
and 53/22 percent in institutions without provisions. At the graduate 
level "the precehtage' of females in institutions with provisions is 56^06 and 
55.12 in"'institutions without provisions. f 

The m^jor differences between institutions with provisions for multicultural/ 
bilingual education and those without such provisions are in two areas. First, 
the programmatic activities and required experiences diffef^n that institutions 
with provisions already claim to have provisions for multicultural education 
that are somewhat consistent with those suggested by 4:he NCATE standards for 
multicultural education in teacher education curricula. The second 

- V*' 

difference is the number of minority faculty in education units with provisions. 
At the .full-time, split-time and part-time levels, institutions with such 
provisions have a considerably greater number of facul ty. members who are 
from minority backgrounds than institutions without provisions. 

MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION AS ADDRESSED BY DIFFERENT INSTITUTIONS 

Using the chi square test, significant differences were found on the way 
institutions responded to different variables on the questionnaire, - The 
following five null hypotheses were tested: 

1. There will be no difference between public and private institutions on 
their responses to the questions in the "Survey of Multicultural Edi/fation 
in Teacher Education." 

2. There will be no difference between NCATE accredited and non-NCATE 
accr*edited*'1nst1tutions on their responses to their responses to the 
questions in the "Survey of Multicultural Education in Teacher Education," 

3^ There will no^difference in the re'sponses of Institutions based on the 
geogr^aphical region of the l),^ j'n which they are located. 

4. There will be no difference in the responses of Institutions based on 
the population the city or area in which they are located. 

* ^. 5. There will be no difference in the 'responses of Ins^tltutions based 
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" on the size of the student population for the institution: ' 

Each of the five null hypotheses were rejected for one or more of the 
202 variables tested from the questionnaire. These differences are summarized 
below. 

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS 

« 

Of the 387 institutions responding^to th^survey, 51.4 percent were- * 

public institutions and 46.6 percent private. 

Public institutions were more likely thafi private institutions to have 

Rj^ovisions, activities and experiences in their education units for 

multicultural and/or bilingual education as listed in question 1. Of the 

fifteen activities listed, public institutions were more likely to have six 

of them. Public institutioris were also more^ikely to offer courses or have 

d'epartments/divisions in both ethnic studies and women's studies. Public 

institutions were also more likely to offer inservice programs in multicultural/ 

bilingual education than private institutions. Significant differences did not 

exist in the way that the two types of institutions provided for multicultural 

education, but there were differences in the provisions for bilingual education. 

Public institutions were more likely to provide for biljngual education as a 

^component in foundations courses,^ *a major emphasis in courses, as a major 

or specialization, and as a minor or supplementary* Public institutions were 

^.ralso more likely to have a department or division in the education unit for 

bilingual education. ^ — 

In the area of faculty development public institutions were more likely to 

have provisions for faculty research grants for both multicultural and bilingual 

education projects tKan private institutionsi 

Public institutions were more likely to develop their multicultural/ 

bilingual education programs through individual departments and cooperative 

planning with the local education agencies than private institutions. These 
• « 

programs were more flkely to be controlled and monitored by' a college or 

V> ■ ■ . 
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institution-wfde curriculum committee in publ ic 'institutions than in 
private institutions. The source of funding for the multicultural programs 
in public institutions, was more likely to come from the education unit itself. 
For bilingual education /the source of funding in public institutions was more ' 
likely to be the education unit or the U.S. Office of Education than in private 
institutions. Public institutions were also more likeJ.,y-to have resources 
for multicultural/bilingual education than privatey^n^^feT^ Specifically, 
the resources that they were more likely to usefTpcluded a center for ethnic 
studies/miilticultural education/bilingual educatUn, textbooks, ethnic 
agencies/or 'organizations, and rnnppratjyp prryp:^s with public or private 
schools with a multicultural student jpopulation. 

Pulbic institutions were more Wkely to engage in research activities 
^related to multicultural and bilingual education as master theses, doctoral 
dissertations, faculty projects and sponsored research. The nature of the . 
research was more likely to be research' of instructional processes for both 
multicultOral and bilingual education and research on social/duftural 
processes and culturally-based tests an'd measurement instruments in the 
area of multic^ul tural education. For both bilingual and multicultural education 
reiearcK the financial source of support was more likely to be the college or 
university itself at public institutions as coiifipared with private institutions. 
Faculty members of public institutions were also more likely to produce products 
related to both multicultural and bilingual eudcation than faculty in private 
institutions. ' < 

J 

Public institutions Were more likely to view the availability of federal 

funds and state fund^ as contributing factors in the development and • 

implementation of multicultural/bilingual education programs than private 

institutions. Finally, public institutions were more likely to feel that 

i 

AACTE should provide various services to institutions to assist in the planning, 
developing, and implementing of multicultural education programs. 
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NCATE ACCREDITED' AND NON-NCATE ACCREDITED INSTITUTIONS . 

Based on NCATE's ]976-77 Annual List, 70.5' percent of the respondjing 
institutions were NCATE accredited while ZS-S^percent were nof NCATE accredited. 

Although the null hypothesis was rejected, there were fewer differences 
based on -the accreditation status of the institution than other characteristics, 

Fo)? all variables when significant differences were found, the accredited 

* * ♦ - ' ». 

institutions were mare Ijkely to provide the activity or service than the non- 
accredited onsti tution"s^>^- , - 

Accredited institutions were more likely to have provisions for five of 
the activities related to multicultural education lifted in question 1. 
Accredited institutions were more likely to have, courses and departments/ 
divisions in ethnic studies and courses in women's studies than non-accredited 
institutions. There were no significant differences in the way the tyo types 
^^^^ institutions provided for multicultural education. Accredited institutions, 



hWever, were more likely to address bilingual education as a major emphasis 
in courses than non-accredited institutions. 

In the area of faculty development accredited institutions were more likely 
to provide for faculty research grants for multicultural/and bilingual 
education projects. Multicultural education was more likely' to be fostered 
through professional association meetings in accredited institutions. 

The multicultural/bilingual education programs in accredited institutions • 
were more likely to be developed by individual departments than in non-accredited 
institutions. Accredited institutions were also more likely to have resources 
for multicultural/bilingual education than non-accredited institutions* 
Specifically, they were more likely^ to use textbooks, consultants, cooperative 
programs with schools with a student pop^TTti^of different ethnic backgrounds ^ 
than the majority of preservice teachers, and student experiences in cultural 
settings different than that of the teacher education student. 

Accredited ir^sti tutions were more lik^y to engage in research activities 

14o 
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related -to multlcuUucal/bil ingual education on only one variable. They were 
. more likely to have faculty projects in the area of bilingual education. The 
. research activities in accredited institutions were more likely to be 

support^ by the collega^ university than in non-accredited institutions. 

Faculty in accredited institutions were more likely to make presentations on 
^bilingual education at practioner-oriented meetings. Totally, difference 

between ^accredited and non-accredited institutions on the variables of research 

and development activi"ties were very few— four out af a possibility of 70. • 
Accredited institutions were more likely tQ indicate fefiat faculty 

qualified to teach the multicultural/bilingual education programs was both ' - 

a contributing and deterring factor in the development of such programs. 

For non-accredited institutions this factor was more likely to have no influence. 

Finally,' accred.ited institutions were more likely to indicate that AACTE should 

provide some service to assist them in the planning, development, and 

implementation of the multicultural education programs. 

GEOGRAPHIC REGION OF INSTITUTION 

Of the responding. institutions 17.3 percent were from the Northeast; 

23.3 percent from the Southeast; 39.5 percent from the Midwest; 10.3 percent from 

the Southwest! and 8.0 percent from the West. Institutions in the West were more 

likely to have experiences and activities related to multicultural education than 

institutions in other reg^ns. Institutions in the West were also morejikely to 

offer cours^es in women^s studies and inservice progreyns in multicultural/bilingual 

education than institutions in other regions; institutions fn the Southeast were ^ 

least llkel/ to offer sueh. There were no significant differenciss in the way 

institiftions in different regions addressed multicultural ediJcation. , Institutidns 

in the West, however* were more likely to offer bilingual education as a component 

in foundations course^, as a component .in methodology courses, as a major 

emphasis in courses, and as a minor or supplementary than i^nstitutions in other 

regions; institutions in the Southeast were least likely to address bilingual 
h h * * 



education through the same four provisions. ' * 

Institutions in the West and Sobthwest were more likely to have professional 
development activities to footer, the concept of multicultural and bilingual 
education than institutions "in other regions. 

The way in which the multicul turciVbilingual education programs were 
(lianaged was also different in institutions in different geographical regions 
of the country. The multicultural/bilingual education programs in Western 
institutions were more likely to be developed by a person responsible for 
coordinating the multicultural/bilingual education efforts and by cooperative 
planning with local education agencies; institutions in the Southeast were 
least likely to develop their programs through these means. Persons responsible' 
for coordinating the multicultural/bilingual education programs in the West 
were also more likely to control and monitor the programs than in other 
institutions. In institutions in the Southwest,* the fi1)ancial support for the 
bilingual education programs was more likely to come from the education unit^^ 
itself than in Institutions in other regions. Institutions in the West and 
Southwest were more likely to have resources related to multicultural education 
than -institutions in other regions, -Institutions in the Southeast were least 
likely to have a center for ethnic studies/multicultural education/bilingual * 
education and to use ethnic agencies and organizations. Institutions in the South- 
west were more likely to use textbooks and consultants. 

In the, area of research only three significant differences were found. 
Faculty from institutions In the West were more likely. to undertake research 
activities in multicultural education and produce products in bilingual education 
than other institutions. 

Institutions in the West were more likely to contr^tbute the development and 
implementation of multicultural/bilingual programs to the availability of federal 
.and state funds than other institutions. Institutions in the Southeast were more 
likely to feel that the availability of federal funds deterred the development 
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and implementation of their program^ Finally, institutions in the West 
were more likely to feel that AACTE should provide services to assist them in 



planning, deve 



oping, and implementing multicultural education programs than 



^'nstitutions in other regions. ' 

POPULATION OF THE CITY OR AREA IN WHICH THE INSTITUTION IN LOCATED 

Based on 1970 census figures for the city in which institutions are located-, 
it .was determined that 13.7 percent of the responding institutions were located 
in cities with a population over 500,000; 31.0 percent in cities of 50,000- 
499,000; 47.8 percent in cities of 2,500' ani 49,999; and 7.2 percent in areas of 
less than^ 2,500. Institutions in the large urban areas of over 500,000 were more 
likely to have provisions for activities and experiences related to mul ticul tui>Al 
education as expressed in question 1 of the survey. Significant 'differences 
between^institutions were found for seven of the fifteen activities listed. 
Institutions located in cities of 2,500 to 49,000 were least likely to have 
the same activities for multicultural education. Institutions in the large 
urban areas were also more likely to have courses and department/divisions in 
women's studies and to offer inservice programs in multicultural/bilingual 
education than other institutions. Institutions in the small town and rural 
areas were least'l-ikely to have such provisions, ^insti tutions in urban 
(50,000-499,000) and small town (2,500-49,999) ^were more likely to address 
nuilticul tural education as the major emphasis in courses than Institutipns 
in other areas? institutions in rural areas (under 2,500) were least likely 
to use this approach. For bilingual education, institutions in*s;nall towns 
were more likely to offer a major or specialization in bilingual education than 
other institutions while those in rural areas were least likely to offer 
bilingual education as 'a major or specialization. 

There were no significant differences in the way the concept of multicultural 
or bilingual education was fostered among faculty members. 

In the area of management no significant differences existed in the way 



in )f)i)i ch multicultural/bilingual education programs were developed or controlled/ 
moNji^tored, Institutions in small town, however, were more likely to receive 
the financial support for these programs from the education unit itself tha^n 
other institutions while those in rural areas'were least likely to report'^the 
education unit as the source of financial support., Institutions in large 
urban areas were more^ likely to have resources for multicultural/bilingual 
education than other institutions. For six of the eight resources listed in 
question 15, large institutions were more likely to have them while institutions 
in sma.1l town and rural'areas' were least likely to have them. 

In the area of research and development a significant difference existed for 
only one variable. Faculty from institutions in urban areas were more likely 
to undertake research of instructional processes in multicultural education 
than institutions in other areas; those in rural areas were least likely to 
undertake 'such Vesearch. 

Institutions in large urban areas were more likely to feel that faculty 
qualified to teach multicultural/bilingual education programs was a ^ 
contributing factqr^to the deveTopment implementation of such programs in 
their institutions. Qualified faculty, on the other hand, was a deterrent to 
the development and implementation of multicultural/bilingual education programs 
in institutions located in rural areas. Finally, institutions in rural areas" 
were more likely to feel that AACTE shguld catalogue information about funding 
agencies to dissemina.te as a directory than institutions in other'areas. 

SIZE OF THE INSTITUTION 

For tKis analysis the size of the institution was determined by the total 
student popalation. Institutions in the first ^quarti le had a. student population 
between 327 and 1,366; those in the second quartile frpm 1,367 to 3,609; 
those in the third quartile from 3,610 to 9,905;, and those in the fourth 
quartile from 9,906 to 55,000 Students. 

The largest institutions (those in the fourth quartile) were more likely to , 
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have provisions for activities and experiences in multicultural education than 
the other institutions. STgnificant differences existed for eight of the 
fifteen variables in Question 1. The sfliallelt -institutions were least likely 
to have the same activities. The largest insliitutions were also, more likely, 
to have courses and departments/divisions for ethnic studies and women's studies. 
They were also more likely to offer inservice programs in multicultural/ 
bilingual education. The smallest institutions were least likely to have 
courses or departments/divisions in ethnic studies or women's studies or to 
offer inservice "programs in multicultural/bilingual education. The largest 
institutions were more likely to offer a. major. or specialization in multicultural 
education. They were also more'likely to address bilingual education as a 
component in methodology courses, as a major or specialization, and as a minor 
br supplementary than the other institutions. The -sma-llest institutions were 
least likely to address multicultural or bilingual education in these ways. 

The larger institutions (third and -fourth quartile) were more likely to 
allow for faculty development activities related to multicultural apd bilingual 
education than the smaller Institutions. Significant differences existed for 
six of the sixteen variables in this section. 

The largest institutions were more likely to develop their multicultural/. ^ 
bilingual educatiDn programs by a person responsible for coordinating them, b> 
each department/program having the prerogative to develop them, and .by 
cooperative planning with* loca'l education agencies. The mitltiCul tural/bi^ingual 
education programs were also more likely to be control^led/mooitored by a 
college or Institution-wide curriculum committee and by the person responsible 
for coordinating the program In large Institution than in others. Tiie smaller ' 
irtstitutions, first and' second quartile, were least likely to 'develop and 
control or monitor their programs by these mean's. The financial support for 
these programs was morfe likely to^come from the education unit itself ^in large 
institutions; it was least likely to come from the- education unit 



in the smallest institutions. The largeTr institutions, third ^ind fourth 
quartile, were nio,re likely to fiave aU of .the resources listed in question 15 for 
multiculttiral/bilingual educa^on*than the smaller institution. The smallest 
institutions were least likely to have these re'sources. 

In the area of research and development significan^'iffereiices were 
found for only two variables? The support for research activities related 
to multicultural education were more ifkely to\ome from the college or ' 
university in the largest institutions and least likfely to come from the 
college or University in the smallest irvstiiutions. Faculty members of the 
largest institutions were more likely to make presentations on multicultural 
-education at practitioner-oriented meetings' than those"at other institutions'.^ ' 
Faculty 6f the smallest i?)stitu^ions were leaSlikely to. make such 
presentations. ' 

; No Significant differences were found concer*ning factors which contributed 
to or deterred t^e development of multiculturalfbi lingual education progf*ams. 
The larger institutions, third and fourth quartile, were more likely to 
indicate that AACTE should provide set^ices to assist them in planning, developing 
an^ implementing multicultural education prl|rams than the smaller institutions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY ^ ^ ^# ^ 

This report is based on data collected as basieline data from^ich the 
progress of multicultural teacher education canine ineasured. It was possible only 
be develop descriptive profiles of the 387 institutions- responding to the survey. 
Because less than half of /5TO=J*'s member institutions responded to the survey, it^ 
is impbssible*to generalize \his data to American teacher education in 1977-78. 
It-would be advisable to finia^uct a follow-up study of the institutions that did 



not initially respond to thii particular survey. This would allow the researcher 
to determine i»f the responding institutions were rgpr^ntative of the general 
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teacher education institutional population or biased toward the development .and 
implementation of multicultural education ih their programs. Such a study would 

provide a mare comprehensive Mcture of mul ticultural education as addressed in 

• \ 

— ■ V * 

U'.S* teacher*ducation institutions today. ^ v 

The information collected in this survey does not describe in depth the^ 
multicultural education activities being ^jnd'ertakerr currently in- teacher education. 
The data provides a bctseline against^ which' progress can be measured in research 
studies. It does not, however, provide specific information about programs from 
which operationally successful characteristics or components can be drawn. Exam- 
ination of multicultural education programs now practiced in teacher education 
needs ty^e undertaken. Specifically, the following reconmendations for^ furthers 
study and research are suggested; - - 

1. What do the components of multicultural education in foundations 
and methodology courses'- incl^ude? 

2. What components' of an institution's multicultural education 
program appear the most successful? 

3; What is the focus of successful multicul tifral education 

programs? Is it ethnic studies, .human relations, anthropology? 

^ 

4, Are successful multicultural .educavtion programs conducted 
as classes, field experiences, practicum, or other activities? 

5. What ar^'the background experience^ and training of the faculty 
who teach or direct'mul ticul tmtV^ucatio experiences? 

^ Why did teacher §4uc^'tionii4ti tut ions devel(?p and implement 

iliLklticultural education/programs initially? How have the programs 
changed from the'iniTfal planning? * . 

* 7, What was the implementation process utilized by .inst^'tutjons with 
' programs that permeate the curriculum? with program.^ components 

that have proven succe^gful? 

8. 'Are certain components for multicultural education programs mor^ 
successful in urban than rural areas, etc.?- in monocultural vs 
multicultural or culturally diverse population areas? 

0 

9,. Are institutions located in states with legislation' and certif fcation 
requirements for multicultural education providing for multicultural ^ 
e;)ucation in 'their teacher education programs differently than 
fnstitutions in states without such provisions'? 



The 6at^ presented in this report should serve as a springboard for " ' 
further research. The nine recommendations ^^gested at)ove only examine the 
programmatic activities within the curricula of teacher education. The impact 
of multicultural education programs and experiences on the preservice or inservice 
teacher or education administrator has yet to be e^xamined. .Research related to 
multi cultural education needs to be identified, examined and categorized to be 
used effectively in teacher education. * 
AACTE hopes that this. baseline study, Will serve as the framework for ad- 
dit^ional research in thds area. AACTE also hopes that th-is initial identifica- ' 
tfon of multicultural education programs will assist in the further identification 
and development'' of components that might be used successfully by other .insitutions, 
in the planning, developing, and implementing of their own programs in this area. 
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AMEKICAJ^ ASSOC! ATIO}^ OF COLLEQES FOR TEACHER EDUCATION 
One DupmtCtrch,Washington,D C. 10036(102) 293-2^50 



■ July 1, 1977 

♦ • 

Dear Chief Institutional Representative: 

At its May, 1977 meeting, the NCATE Council adopted a revised set oAjfcandards 
for Accreditation of Teacher Educat^" which will apply as of January 1, m9. The 
revised standards include a single standard on multicultural education, .which is de- 
fined in national and international terms, subsumed under the section related to cur- 
riculum. The standard^ addressing faculty, students, resource^, and planning also 
include references to multicultural education. 

In an effort to provide assistance to member colleges and universities the AACTE 
Commission on MulticulturafI Education is planning a series of leadership training 
institutes this fall for faculty and administrators. In addition AACTE plans to conduct 
a national survey in order to (a) identify personnel and program resources for multi- 
cultural education; (b) facilitate the machinery for interchange of ideas among the AACTE 
contotuency; (c) develop long range policies and recoip'mendations concerning multi- 
cultural education in teacher education; and ^d) encourage, assist, and to.tfte extent 
possible, support developmental efforts related to multicultural goals for teacher edu- 
cation. 

The AACTE requests your cooperation in gathering information about multicultural 
activities In your Institution. A "Survey of Multicultural Education in Teacher Education* 
will be njailed'to all AACTE member institutions in September, 1977, to collect such 
<3Ata. In order to facilitate the proceisaxof data collection, could you designate an in- 
divi'duaTwithln the department, school, or college of education who would have responsi- 
bility fop Completing this questionnaire? This individual should be someone who is 
familiar with the multicultural, ethnic, studies and /or bilingual ejjucation at your 
institution . Ple.ase Indicate the designated respondent on the enclosed postcard and 
return it to AACTE by July 15, 1^77. Further correspondence concerning the survey 
will then be directed to that person . • . • 

^ This 'survey is designed to gather and analyze national baseline data regarding 
current and planned efforts in multicultural education by teacher education institutions . 
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Chief Institutional Representatives 
July 1, 1977 
Page two ~ 



This Information will be used to: . ' 

(1) compile a State of the Art report on multicultural education as practiced 
'in American teacher education; < 

(2) compile a directory of multicultural education programs in AAGTE 
member institutions; and 

{Sy analyze the way multicultural education is addressed in teacher education. 

ThejEin^l report, which will be available early in 1978, will also include an analysis 
of state departments of education regulations and professional association positions 
related to multicultural education. 

. Your assi^stance in completing^thie^ Initial inquiry is sincerely appreciatect. If 
you have questions, please contact Donna Gollnick at AM:TE, (202) 293-2450; 

Sincerely yours, 



;,H. Klassen 

Multicultural Education 
?ociate't)irector, AACTE ^ 



FHK/pf 
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^EKICAN ASSOCIATION OF COLLEQES FOR TEACHEK EDUCATION 
One Dupont Circle, VJashingbon,D.CzQo^6(zoz)z93'^$o 

September 19, 1977 



Dear Respondent: 

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education is undertaking a 
national survey of the multicultural dimension of American teacher education* As 
the designated respondent of your institution, you are imHted to respond to the 
enclosia questionnaire, "Survey of Multicultural EdiTcation in Teacher Education," 
Please^ return the questionnaire in the self -addressed, enclosed envelope to AACTE 
by October 28, 1977 > 

This survey. is prompted first by the long term commitment of AACTE, through 
its CocHnission on Multicultural Education, to assist colleges and universities in 
the preparation of education personnel for a culturally pluralistic and ethnically 
diverse society. Second, recent changes in the Accre4itation Standards of thef^ * 
Ifational Cbiihcil for the A'cciirdltation q£ TlaCher Education (NCATE) reqpire' greater 
insy^itutional' focus on multicultural education in all phases of its teacher education 
program. It is imperative therefore, that the national progress and the state of 
the art in this field be analyzed and disseminated for the benefit of teacher ed- 
ucators. ' ' 

The findings of thi^ survey will be incorporated in a report which will include 
state regulations and guidelines on multicultural/bilingual education as well. The ^ 
report, to be disseminated in early 19W, will be of considerable value to insti- ^ 
tutions whose programs and organization reflect a multicultural perspective as well 
as to those who are planning to do so. In addition, these findings will be utilised in 
a leadership training institute to be conducted later this year. Your response will 
make an important contribution to this national effort to improve the quality of 
teacher education. 

The Survey ifetrument 

This instrument is designed to ascertain how educators are being prepared to 
work in multicultural education settings. The information collected from t,his survey 
will be used in the compilation of a "State of the Scene" Report and in the preparation 
of leadership training institutes for teacher educators. . ^ 

The instrument asks for information about the institution as well as -the education 
unit. Bach question identifies the tinit for which the information Is being requested^ 

Information is requested in six different areas related to mtalticultural/billngual 
bicultural education as follows. 

' 1) Programmatic activities 

2) Faculty in the education unit 

3) Management of programs 
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4) Students in the education unit 

5) Research and development activities 

6) General information. 

If your education unit does not llave multicultural/bilingual-bicultural 
programs, there are parts of the questionnaire that you should not complete** 
JJold letters throughout the questionnaire indicate these directions. 

Your assistance in completing this survey is sincerely appreciated. If 
you have questions concerning this, please contact Donna Gollnick at AACTE, 
(202) 293-2450. 



Sincere 




Frank H, Klassen 

Director, Multicultural Education 
Associate Director, AACTE 



Enc 
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PURPOSE OF SURVEY 

This survey is being conducted by AACTE's Commissron on Multicultural Education to 
determine the present state of multicultural education, including bilingual education as 
practiced in teacher education m the United States 

DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Pretesting has indicated that it takes at>out 90 minutes to complete the questionnaire The 
responder\t may calf Donna Gollnick at 202-293-2450 to obtain additional information or 
clarification 

Please return the questionnaire in the enclosed self-addressed envelope by October 30 to 
AACTE • 

STATEMENT OF CONFIDENTIALITY 

The AACTE has established the following policy guidelines for collection, storage and 
dissemination of data and for treatments information derived from that data / 

1) The Association's information systems activities are operated und^r the>,gef^eral 
control of the Board of Directors 

2) The Association strives to serve the information needs of all segments of the mem- 
bership with equal interest and vigor^ 

3> The Association s computer-assisted information systems activities are treated with 
the same concern as are other, existing data fifes 

4) The processes of data analysis and dissemination are conducted in such a way that 
records of individual institutions are not identifiable. Aggregates of data are reported 
on bas^s such as institution type, size, nature and type of programs, state, 
geographic region and nationally. An individual institution's data is rriade available 
only to that institution 

5) In the processes of data collection and dissemination, the primary link between the 
information system and an AACTE member institution is the position of AACTE Chief 
Institutionaf Representative ^ 

6) The information system is primarily I6r the use of AACTE member institutions and of 
the Association Access by other legitimate, interested agencies to system products 
and services is controlled by the ^ard of Directors so that such access is clearly in 
the interest of improving teacher eclucation. 

DEFINITION OF TERMS USED IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE 

The terms that follow are used throughout the questionnaire The respondent should refer 
to these definitions as necessary 

Multlcijftyral Education is an educational concept which values the culturally pluralistic 
nature of the United States and thus the community and student population that schools 
serve 

Multicultural education is preparation for the social, political, and economic realities 
that Individuals experience in culturally diverse and complex human encounters 
Tbese realities have both national and international dimensions This preparation pro- 
vides a process by which an individual develops competencies fo^ perceiving, 
believing. evaluatin'g,.and behaving In differential cultural settings Thus, multicul 
tural education is viewed as an intervention and on«gomg assessment process to 
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help institutions and individuals become more responsive to the human condition, 
individual cultural integrity, and cultural pluralism in society ' 

Multicultural teacher education provides teachers with the competencies required to teach 
from a multicultural perspective it implies that teachers be able to provide programs where 
alj students are helped to understand that being different connotes neither superiority nor 
inferiority and programs where students of various social and ethnic backgrounds may 
learn freely from one another 

Bilingual Blcultural Education is recognized as an integral part of the multicultural 
education concept It is defined separately for this survey, however, because it is dis- 
tinguished by the dimer^sion of two languages as well as cultural diversity Bilingual- 
bicultural education utilizes tx>th English and the native languages of stucients in the 
school program and also provides experiences for learning about th^cultural heritage of 
the non-English speaking ethnic group These programs may range from transitional pro- 
grams aimed at having students learning English after several years to a multilingual/multi- 
cultural program m which students learn to function totally in two languages and cultures 

Bilingual bicultural teacher education provides teachers with the competencies required to 
teach in schools with bilingual student populations It also implies that teachers recognizjo. 
accept and value^the cultural and language differences of students in their instructional 
and personal communications with students and the community. 

Education Unit is the organizational structure which is responsible for functions related to 
Education as an academic discipline including undergraduate teacher preparation, all 
departments/diyisions/areas within that organizational'structure. educational research and 
professional service The education ^ml often takes the form of a professional school, 
college or academic division or department 

Institution is the entire complex of departments, professional schools and other organi- 
zational units that are present on the campus 

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS 

We would appreciate your supplementing your response in this questionnaire with any 
materials (statements of purpose, course descriptions, syllabi, curriculum guides, pam- 
phlets, etc ) describing the multicufturai education programs currently offered oj planned 
Please send documents separately to the Ethnic Heritage Center, AACTE, Suite 610, One 
Dupont Circle. Washington. D C. 20036 



For purposes of follow-up and/or amplification ^f your institution's response. AACTE 
would like the following information about the individual who assumed major respon 
sibility for preparing this report 



- NAME OF PRINCIPAL RESPONDENT . _ _ _ ^ 

TITLE . . . _ . ^ _ _ _ _ __ 

INSTITUTION . _ . _ _ _ _ 

TELEPHONE .* _ _ ZIP CODE __ . 

'This definition is taken from thepreamBie to Standard 2 1 1 of the ^^77 Standards for the Accredttaiion 
of Teacher Education 



SECTION A: PROGRAMS 



1 Please indicate on the left hand sKle of the following chart which ^ptivities your 
education unit has provisioAs for during the fall, 197rsess{pn On the nghf hand side, 
please indicate your assessment of the educational desirability for'such activities 
c 



PROVISIONS ^ ACTIVITIES ^ EDUCATIONAL DESIRABILITY 






« 


Hiahlv 


Not 


Yes 


No 




Desirable 


Desirable 


( ) 


( ) 


A studpnt tparhinn PxnpriPnrp in a <?rhool 


( ) ( ) ( 


) ( ) ( ) 






with students who are racialty/ethnicaliy 










. different from the student teachers 






( ) 


( ) 




(' ) ( ) { 


WW) 


( ) 


( ) 


Study of the dynamics of diverse cultures 


, ( ),{ ) ( 


) ( )'( ) 






and the implications for developing a0*- 










PCOpriate teaching strategies * 






( ) 


{ ) 


Study of linguistic variations and the im- 


i ) { ) { 


) { ) { ) 






plications for developing appropriate teach- 










iiig siraiegies 






{ ) 


( ) 


Study of diverse learning styles /elated to 


( ) ( ) ( 


) { ) { ) 


























Strategies ' - ^ 






( ) 
\ f 


( ) 


wiuu J \jt lak^iOMi 


().()( 


) ( ) ( ) 


(' ) 


( 1 


■Study Of sexism 


( ) ( ) ( 


) ( ') ( ) 




{" ) 


Study of interorOuD rommumrationQ anrf 


( ) i ) ( 


)'{)() 






classroom (ivnamir*? * 






i ) 


(. ) 


Study of cultures and ethnicity* of those 


( ) ( ) c 


) { ) ( ) 




groups within the geographical region 








served by the educat ion unit ^ 






( ) 


( ) 


Sturdy of cultural competencies that can be 


{ ) { ) { 


) { ) ( •) 






transferred from one cultural* or multicul- 










tural setting to another 






( ) 


( ) 


Study of specific ethnic groups within fhe. 


r ) ( 


) ( .)i ) 






U S. (1 e , Afro American §iudi^, Mexican- 








American Studies) y 






( ) 


( ) 


Study of foreign cuhures 


* 

(,)()( 


) ( ) ( -r^ 


( ) 


( ) 


Study of socioeconomics 


( ) ( 1 ( 


)A){) 


( ) 


( ) 


Experiences which prepare education per- 


( ) ( ) ( 


) ( ) ( ) 



sonnei to work mor« effectively with minori- 
/ , ty students 

( ) ( ) Experiences which prepare -education per- 
sonnel to teach cont^t from a multicultural 
perspective 



()()()()()' 
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Does yo\Jx institution offer any courses or have any departments/divisions related to 
U S ethnic groups {e g , Black Studies. Native American Studies)'? 

© ^ _ r 

. ' ^ ( ) Yes e ) No- 

If you answered YES; please complete parts a and b. If you answered N0» skip to 
Question 3. 

a Please indicate the ethnic focus of these programs and whether t'hey are courses or 
an institutional department/division • j 

J- ■ ■ ■ ' 



DEPARTMENT/ 
DIVISION 



COURSES 

- ( ) 
( ) 



( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
{ ) 

{ ) 
( ) 



Afro Americans 
American Indians 
Appalachians 
Asian Americans 
Chinese Americans 
Eskimos 

Filipino Americans 
French Americans 
Greek Americans 
Irish Americans 
Italian Americans 
Japanese Americans 
Jewish Americans 
Mexican Americans 
^Polish Americans^ 
Portuguese Americans 
Puerto Ricans 
Russian Americans 
Other(please specify) 



r 



b Are any of these courses required for completion of an education degree program'? 

Required for Degree Program ( ) Yes ( ) No 

Required for Non-Degree Program (e.g Inservice Program) ( ) Yes ( ) No 

* ^• 

'\ 

Does your institutipn offgr any courses or have a department/division related to 
women's studies'^ ' ' -» 



Courses 

Depart ment/Qivision 



. ( ) Yes 
( ) Yes 



'( ) No 
( ) No 



// you answered YES to either of the above,, please indigate whether any of ihese 
courses are required for completion of an aeration degree program or any other 
, program. ^ , ♦ 

a Required for Decree Program ( ) Yes ( ) No 

. Required for Non-Degrea Program ' _ ( ) Yes ( ) No 

-i \^ kJ 



4. Does your education unit offer mserVice programs in mullicuitural/btiingual-biajllufal 
education either as an independent unit or in cooperation with a local education 
agencyrie^her center or other agency'? 

^ ) Yes ( ) No 

// you answered Y£S to the above, please indicate the type of program and the target 
laaguageis} and/or ethnic populations * 



5. Please indicate multiCultural/bilinguai-bicultucai education is being addressed 
' within your education unit during the fall, 1977 session Check all that apply, 



MULTICULTURAL BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL 



No Provisions • ' 
Component m Foundatrons Course(s) 
Component In Methodology Coursers) 
Major Emphasis in Coursers) 
Major or Specialization Offered 
Minor or Supplementary Offered 
Department/Division 
Other '(please specify) 



( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ') 

( ) 



J 



{ ) 
{ ) 



ff you marked .^'No ProvislonV*^fn both columns, skip to Question 8. 

If \f)9education unit offers multicultural/bilingual-bicultural education as either acom> 
ponent or major emphasis of courses, please list the course numbers of those courses 
according to the following leveis. IF POSSIBLE, PLEASE SUPPLEMENT THIS WITH A* 
COLLEGE CATALOG OR BULLETIN THAT DESCRipES THESE COURSES 



Undergraduate 



Dual Level 




MULTICULTURAL 


BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL 





































Graduate 



Other 



a. Please indicate whether any of these courses are required for compi^on of an 
education de^ee program or any other program 



Required for Degree Program 

I foi^on-Degree Program 



Yes 

Required foi^on-Degree Program ^ ) Yes ^ 

b If you listed any courses m the column for bilingual-brcultural education, please 
indicate the target languages for those courses Check all that apply 



( 



No 
No 



) Arabic 
) Cantonese 
) Chaldean 
) Cherpkee 
) Chinese 
) Choctaw 
) Cheyenne 
) Filipino 



i ). French 

( j German 

{ ) Italian 

( ) Japanese 

( ) Korean 

( ) Krowte , 

( ) Lakota 

{ ) Navajo 



( ) Nez Perce 

( ) Polish 

( ) Portuguese 

( ) Spanish 

Other (please specify) 

( ) 

( ) . 



7 Please indicate thertotal number of students enrolled in muiticuitural/biltngual educa- 
tion courses or programs at all different degree levels for the fall 1977 session 



s - % 


* MULTICULTURAL 


BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL 




Ma^ 


Minor 


Courses 


Major- 


-Minor 


Courses 


Bachelor • 








> 








Post B'achelor (Fifth Year) ' 

— . .,/ 














Master 

♦ 














Specialist 














Doctor 




J 










Other (please specify) 














% 















SECTION B: FACULTY 



Please repon the sex and ethnic background of faculty members m ^ out education unit for 
the falU 1977 sessiop. The ioHowing steps will guide you through the completion of this 
task , 

Step 1 This question requests a breakdown by sex and ethmc background of the full-time 
spiit»time and part-time education unit faculty defined as follows 

FULL-TIME EDUCATfON FACULTY Persons carrying a fuii-tin^e load all of 
whose activities are devoted to operations of the education untt 

SPLIT TIME EDUCATION FACULTY FulMime faculty for whom only a portion of 
thei/ actfvtties are devoted to activities operated by the education unit (e g an 
English professor who teaches one methods course) 

PART TIME EDUCATION FACULTY Faculty carrying less than a fufl^time load in 
the education unit who are not full time employees of the institution 

You may wish to consult your Office of institutional Research which submits a 
repert of faculty sex and ethnicity to the Equal Employment Opporturvity Commis- 
sion (EEOC)' EEOC 'Higher Education Status Report' FormGAO S-182540 



Step 2 If your institution has adopted a formal policy that infofmation,at>out the composi- 
tion of the faculty by sex and ethnic background is not for pablic release, please 
check the §pace below and skfp to Question 9 

{ } This information IS not for public release 
Step 3 please provide the information requested in the following table 







' FULLTI^E^ $PLIT-TIME PART-TIME 


WHITE AMERICAN mot of 
Hispanic Ongin> 
Mate 






Female 




^^^zrr^ — . — ^ . . — 

/ . i 


BLACK AM ERIC4N (not of 
Hispanic Ongm)^- 
Male 






f^emale 







HISPANfC 
Male 



Female 



ASIAN OFT PACIFIC 
ISLANDER/ 
Ms^le 


^ ' 

* 


i — _j — 


Female 






1 

i , — — L 





AMERICAN iNDlAfviOR 
.ALASKAN NATIVE 
Male 



Female 



OTHERrnot identified 
aoovei I 
Male / ^ 

Femaie 



9 Please indicate the ways m which the concept of muiticuiturai/biimguai-bicuitural 
education have been fostered arr>ong faculty memoers m yo^jr education unit Check 
all that apply 



MULTICULTURAL BILINGUALBICULTURAL 



Professional Association Meetings 
Semmars/sV^osiums 
Inservice tralWlng for faculty 
Cross-cultural field experiences 
SabbaiicaNs) for projects related to 

multicuftural^iimgyal-bicultural 

education ^ 
Faculty research grants formuiti- 

cultural/bihngual'bicultural 

education projects 
Faculty is on their own with respect 

to muiticulturai/btiinguai-bicul- 

tural education 
Other (please specify) 



f ) 

i } 

{ ] 

i ) 

i ) 



i } 



i ) 
( ) 
( ) 



( } 



i ) 
( ) 



i ) 

( ) 



If your education unit does not have provisions for muhlcultural/blllngual blcultural 
education, skip to Question 16. 

10 In muiticultural/btlmgual-bicultural education courses, faculty members are often from ' 
schools, colleges, or departments wUtyn the university other than education Please 
^ indicate what disciplines or areas of stuSy the faculty members fl^om other than edu- 
cation represent. Check all that apply 



Afro Ampncan Studies 
Agriculture 
American Studies 
American Indian Studies 
Anthropology , 
Art* 

Asian Studies 
Business ^ 
Economics 
English 

Foreign Language 
^History 
Home Economics 
International Affairs 



Law 

Mathematics 

Mexican American Studies 

Philosophy 

Music 

Physical Education 
Physical Science 
Political Science 
"Psychology 
Sociology 
Theatre Arts/Drama 
Other (please specify) 




12 



Within your education unit, please indicate the p 
time facfulty members tea<4ing muiticultural/bil 
Check all that apply ^ 

) 



Early Childhood Educatfon 
Elementary Education 
Jr High/Middle School 
Education 

Secondary Education 
Jr/Community College Education 
Higher Education 
Adult/Continumg Education 
AdmiQistration 
Audio-Visual Education 
Curriculum and Instruction 
Educational Psychology 
Guidance and Counseling 
Ed Test, Msmt. & Evaluation 
Interr^tionai & Comparative , 
Research and Statistics^ 
School Psychology 
Social Found/Hist & Phil 
Special Education 
)^ Student PersSnnel Admin 
) Urban Education 



ogram areas that full-time and part- 
inguai-bicultural courses represent 



) Agricultural Education 

) kn Education 

) Business Education 

) Distributive Education 

) English'Educatio# 

) Foreign Language Education 

) Home EconomicslEcjucation 

) Ir^dustrial Arts Education 

} Language Arts/f^admg 

) f4athemalicsf Education 

) h^usic Education 

) PhysicaJ Education/Health 

) Science Education 

) Soci^ Studies Education 

> Speech/Hearing 

) Technical/lndustrial Education 

) Vocational Education. 

) Vocational Rehabilitation 
Other (please specify) 



If there are courses related to multicultural/bilingual-bicurtural education within your 
education unit, please report the eex and ethnic background of the faculty mefnbers 
teaching such courses during the fall. 1977 session Please indicate whether these 
faculty members are full-time, split-time, or part-time in your education unit 



ERLC 



MULTICULTURAL 
iFulMlmeiSpllMlmei Part-Time 


BILINQUAL BICULTURAL 
1 Full.Tlme|Spnt.Tlmel Part-Time 


BLA^KAMERtCAN 
(not of Hispanic 
Origin) 
Male 


! I I 
L 1 ; • 


- 1 ' 1 

5 i 

1 


Female 


\ 

— 


1 ! 

1 f 


i 


i 


HISPANIC 
Male 




1 1 
t 1 






Female 


■ . i 1 - ^ 




ASIAN OR PACIFIC 
ISLANOEF? 
Male 










~ 


> 


Female 














WHITE AMERICAN 
(Not of Hispanic 
Origin) 
Male 






[ 

i 
1 








Female 















AMERICAN INDIAN 
OR ALASKAN 
NATIVE 
Male 1 














Female 















1/ 
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SECTION C: MANAGEMENT 

Please indicate the ways m which the multicuitural/bilmguai bicuiturai education 
activities within your education unit aredeveloped and controlled/monitored Check ail 
that apply 

^ CONTROLLED/ 

• DEVELOPED MONITORED 

By a college or institution-wide curriculum ^ ^ ^ ? 

committee 

By a persori responsible for directing/coor- ) , ( ) 

dinatmg the muUicuttural/bilmgual efforts 
PLEASE GIVE NAME AND* ADDRESS OF 
THIS PERSON 



By each department/program withm the educa-. ^ ^ ^ ^ 

tion unit having the prerogative to develop, 
control, and monitor its own multicultural 
programs 

By a consortium with other colleges, schoot ^ ^ ^ ^ 

districts, and other agencies Please in- 
dicate the type of consortium 



By cooperative planning with local education ^ ^ ^ ) 

agencies * ^ 

By cooperative planning with leacher organi- ^1 ^ ) 

zations 



Other (please specify) 



i ) 



4U 

please indicate from where the financial support for multiCultural/bilingual-bicultural 
programs comes. Check all that apj)ly. 

BILINGUAL' ' 
MULTICULTURAL BICULTURAL 

Education Unit wr ^ { )^ ( ) 

Other University Sources ^ ^ ( ) 

U.S.O.e , ().(), 

Other Federal Funds ^ ( ) ( ) 

State Departments of Education ( ) ( ) 

Private Foundajions ^( ) -A ) 

Other (please specify) 

^ ' i ) ^ A ) 

' ( ) ( ) 



111 



15- Ptease mdicate the follovvmg resources that are utilized by -^acuity and>or students m 
the iqipleroentation of multicultural/bilingual btcutturai programs 

( ) Center for Ethnic Studies/Multicultural Education/Biimgual Sicuiturai Edu- 
cation 

{ ) Textbooks ' 
{ ) Ethnic agencies/organizations 
( J Consultants who are not part of the university f acuity 
( ) Cooperative programs with public or private school^ that have a muiticuiturai 
student population 

( ) ^Cooperative programs with public or private schools that have^ student 
population with different ethnic backgrounds than the majority of students in 
* tlieteacher education program 

{ } Student experiences m cultural settings different than th^ of the teacher 
education student 

( ) Community-based program as some phase of the student s work 



SECTION D: STUDENTS - 

16 please report the sex and ethnic background of students at your tnstitutton and tn your 
education unit for the fall, 1977 session The following steps will guide you through the 
cpmpletionjjpthis task 

Step 1 You may use any of the methods listed bel#w: however, please identify the 
methods used by checking all appropriate boRes 

( ) Figures reported represent education majors and do r>ot include per- , 
sons preparing to be teachers who are majonng outside the educa- 
tion unit 

( ) 'Figures reported represent all persons taking courses in the educa- 
tion unit. tx>th majors and non-majors 

^ ^ ^ Figures' reported are based on headcounts 
' ( ) Figured reported are based on full-time equivalenc^lFTEj^ 

( ) Other (please specify) _> ^ ^ . 



Vou may wish to consult your Office of Institutional Research or the Registrar 
where total institutional figures should be available from their Office of Civil 
Rights.report (Form OCR "Biennial Report' ) 



\ 



ERIC 1 * ^ 



Step 2 Please complete the foiiowmg table using the mformafen which yOu gathered 
m.Step 1 



TOTAL UNDERGRADUATE GRADUATE 

INSTITUTION EDUCATION EDUCATION 



* WHITE AJvlERlCAN 
(not of Hispanic origmi 
Male 

Female 

BLACK AMERICAN (not of 
^ Hispanic Origin) 
Male 



\ Female 

\ HISPANIC ^ ^ ^~ ^ 

Male ' ' _ 



Female 



ASIAN OR PACIFIC 
ISLANDER 
Male 



Female 



AMERICAN INDIAN OR 
ALASKAN NATIVE 
Male 



Female 



OTHER ^not specified 
above) _ 
Male 



Female 



17 If your institution or education unit maintains data about the employment of tHe 
teacher education graduates, please indicate the percentage of those graduates work 
ing In the following education situations. 

fnner City Schools % ' 

^ Bilingual Classrooms/Schools- % 

American Indian Reservations % / 
' Other (please specify) 

% 



X 4 ^ 



SECTION E: RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

18 For research activities related to mu!ticultural/t>ilingual education, please indicate the 
types of activities undertaken in your education unit 'Check all that apply 

MULTICULTURAL BILINGUAL-BICULtURAL 

Master Theses ^ { ) ( ) 

Doctoral Dissertations ' { ) ' i ) ^ 

faculty Projects ( ) { ) 

Sponsored Research ( ) * i ) 

SpeciaT^titutes i ) { ) 
01 her (pleasespecif y) 



( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ^ 



If you checked any of the above, please answer parts a and If you checked none of 
the above, plea^sklp to Question 19. 



a. Please indicate the nature of the multicultural/bilingual research activities' under- 
^ taken fn your education unit apd whether those actjvities^re undertaken by 
graduate students or faculty members Check all that apply ^ 



MULTICULTURAL BILINGUAbBICULTURAL 



Graduate Graduate 
Faculty Student Faculty Student 



Ethnographic Research 
Research on acculturation/ 

assimilati'onycultural pluralism 
Research on social/cultural 

processes 
Research of^nstructionai 

processes 
Research on mterethnic attitudes 
Reseach on culturally-biased 

tests and other nneasurement 

Instrunr^ents influenced by 

cultural differences 
Other (please specify) 



-V- 



( ) 



( ) 



r 



) ( ) . 
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b For research activities related to multicultural/bilingual-bicultural education, 
please indicate how these activities are supported Chedk all that appiy 



r 



' BILINGUAL- 
MULTICULTURAL BICULTURAL 



College or University ( ) *" ( ) 

^^JJ^Office of Education ( ) ( ) 

National Institute of Educattor^'' ( ) ( ) 

State Department of Education ( ) ( ) 

Local Education Association ( ) ( ' ) 

Private Foundations, ( ) • ( ) 
Other {please specify) 

^ ^ ( ) , ' ( ) 

_ _ _ ( ) ( ) 



WE REQUEST THAT YOU SUPPLEMENT THIS WITH DESCRIPTIONS OF THE 
SPECIFIC RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS WH EN POSSIBLE 



9 Please indicate the types of Pnuiticultural/bilingual-bicultural products produced by 
memt^ers of your education unit 

' BILINGUAL- 
MULTICULTURAL BIpULTURAL . 



Publications m practitioner-onented 
journals {eg., Today's Education; Phi 
Delta Kappan) 

Presentations at practitioner-ortented 
meetings 

Publications m research'Onented journals 
(e,g , American Educational Research 
Journal) 

Presentations at research oriented meet- 
ings ^ 
Publications in books 

Educational products for jocal or regional 
dissemination 

EduCational products for national dissemi- 
nation 

Other (please specify) ^ 



REQUEST THAT YOU SUPPLEMENT THIS SECTION WITH ANY MATERIALS 
{BIBLIOGRAPHIC REFERENCES. ARTICLES, PUBLICATIONS, ABSTRACTS) 
THAT WOULD INDICATE THE INVOLVEMENT OF tHE FACULTY IN ^ 
• MULTICULTURAL OR BILINGUAL-BICULTURAL ACTIVITIES 



SECTION F: GENERAL 



20, How much, in your opinion, have the following factefrs contributed to or deterred the 
pfesent and future planning, development, and implementation of multicultural/ 
bilingual biculturat programs in youx education unit'^ Please check the space that best 
describes youropinion for each factor 

* , MAJOR NO MAJOR 

i CONTRIBUTION INFLUENCE DETERRENT 



Faculty qualified to teach multicultural/ 

bilingual-btcultural education 
Availability of university funds 
Availability of federal funds 
Availability of state funds 
State education agency guidelines and/ 

or regulations related to multicultural/ 

bilingual education 
State legislation related to multicultural/ 

bilingual education 
Federal legislation related to multicul- 

tural/bilingualeducation 
Encouragement of professional assp* 

ctations 

University/college administrat ion 
Availability of curriculum materials for 

college students 
Various ethnic groups 
Teacher Organizations 
Desegregatiori" of school district(s) near 

the university or college 
Other (please specify) 



( ) 



( ) ( ) ( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
( ) ( ^ 



( ) 
( ) 



( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) 
( ) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



{ ) 
( ) 
( ) 

C ) 
{ ) 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
( ) 
( ) 



( ) ( ) 

I ) { ) 

{ 1 { ) 

( ) ( ) 



( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 
( ) ( ) 



( ) 

( ) 

( ) 

( ) ( ) 

( ) ( ) 



( ) 
( ) 

( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
{ ) 
( ) 



( ) 
( ) 
{ ) 



( ) { ) ( ) { ) { ) 
( ) M ) ( ) (J ( ) 



21. Please indicate which of the following kinds of services that you would like to see 
AACTE provide to assist ihBeducation unit m planning, developing, and implementing 
multicultural education program. 

4 

Publish a journal or bulletin that Informs teacher educators of new ideas, ap- 
proaches, or materials in mutUeultural education 

Stimulate research and analysis on various aspects of m'ulticultural 
education through the convening of task forces 

Provide consultation on development of proposals and research designs for 
submission to federal agencies- ^ 
Catalogue information about funding agencies to disseminate as a directory 
Facilitate the disseminatloi^ of Information about operationally and program- 
matlcaily successful multlcultjjral programs 

Maintain a corr^uitative service on multlculturaHeacher education that can 
match expertlse*to needs at all levels 

Convene national or regional meetings on multicultural education 
Provide a clearinghouse for Informational, research and analytical studies of 
multicultural education 

Conduct research and analytical studies on multicultural education , 
Provide tnformatioMbout federal and state legislation 



^ ( ) Othdrtp)ease specify) ^ _ 
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22 In youropinion, what is the future of multicultural and/or btlingual-bicultural education 
^inyoitr education unit'' Ptease write on the batk if additional space is needed 

♦ 



i 



WE REQUEST THAT YOU SUPPLEMENT THIS SURVEY WITH THE COLLEGE 
CATALOG, COURSE DESCRIPTIONS. SYLLABI. CURRICIMJM GUIDES, ETC THAT * 
WOULD ASSIST IN UNDERSTANDING THE MULTICULTURAUBILINGUAL BICUL 
TURAL ACTIVITIES UNDERTAKEN IN YOUR EDUCATION UNIT. ^ 



